
CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Introduction

This Phoenix Resource  Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) is being prepared by specialists
from the Phoenix District Office and the Phoenix Resource Area.
The Arizona State Office planning staff and resource specialists
provide technical reviews and suggestions. Developing this
RMP/EIS began in 1986.

LIST OF PREPARERS
Tim L. Sanders, Team Leader - Draft RMP/EIS

BS in Wildlife Biology, MS in Agricultural Economics, New
Mexico State University. He has worked nine years for the
BLM.

Don Ducote, Assistant Team Leader - Draft RMP/EIS;
Team Leader - Proposed RMP/FEIS

BS in Education, MS in Botany, University of Arizona. He
has worked for the BLM for nine years.

Wendell G. Peacock, Word Process Operator
BA in Mass Communications, Arizona State University.
Wendell provided word processing and technical assistance.
He has worked two years for the BLM.

Wanda D. Johnson, Editorial Assistant
AA in Business Administration, Big Bend Community
College, Washington. Wanda provided word processing and
technical assistance. She has worked 4.5 years for the BLM.

Hector B. Abrego, Realty Specialist
BS in Range Science, Texas A&M; Lands training at
Phoenix Training Center. Hector wrote the Land sections.
He has worked 11 years for the BLM.

Clair Button, Botanist
BS’in  Natural Resources, University of Michigan. Clair
wrote the Special Status Plants section. He has worked for
the BLM for 10 years.

Joyce Cook, Public Contact Specialist
Joyce created the land status maps and was responsible for
verifying the cartographic input and all land status infor-
mation. She has worked for the BLM for 15 years.

Kimberly J. Fritz, Range Conservationist
BS in Environmental Resources, Arizona State University;
Range Training at Phoenix Training Center. Kim wrote the
Range Management Section in the draft RMP/EIS.

William R. Gibson, Archaeologist
BS in Business Administration; graduate studies in
Archaeology, Arizona State University. Bill wrote the
Cultural Resources sections. He has worked for the BLM
for nine years.

Richard B. Hanson, Outdoor Recreation Planner
BS in Parks and Recreation Resource Management,
Michigan State University. Rich prepared the Recreation
sections. He has worked for the BLM for 11 years.

0. Lee Higgins, Supervisory Range Conservationist
BS in Range Management and Wildlife Biology, New
Mexico State University. Lee helped with the Rangeland
Management section in the Proposed RMP/FEIS.  He has
worked for the BLM 16 years.

Sylvia Jordan, Wildlife Biologist
BS Wildlife Management, Arizona State University. Sylvia
wrote the Riparian and Wildlife sections. She has worked
13 years for the BLM.

Russell W. Krapf, Soil Scientist
BA in Chemistry, California Western University. MS in
Agricultural Chemistry and Soils, University of Arizona.
PhD  in Soil Science, University of Idaho. Russ prepared
the responses to the Soil, Water and Air and Watershed
Management related public comments. He has worked 10
years for the BLM.

Joann Landis, Word Process Operator
Joann provided word processing for the Proposed
RMP/FEIS.  She has worked 23 years in federal service.
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Glenn E Martin, Natural Resources Specialist
BS in Forestry, major in Range Management, University
of Idaho. Glenn wrote the Wild Burro sections. He has
worked for the BLM for 29 years.

Jack C. Norris, Range Conservationist
BS in Agriculture Production/Range Management, Montana
State University. Jack helped with Watershed Management
and wrote the Vegetation section in the draft RMPiEIS  and
helped with the Rangeland Management section in the Pro-
posed RMPIFEIS.  He has worked 21 years for the BLM.

David A. Plume, Geologist
BS in Geology, Metropolitan State College, Colorado. David
wrote the Minerals section in the draft RMPIEIS.

John H. Schuler, Biologist
BS in Botany, University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee; MA
in Botany, University of Montana. John was responsible for
the Special Status Plants section in the draft RMP/EIS.

Amos Sloan, Jr., Cartographic Aid
Certificate of Engineering Technology/Surveying, Western
Indian Polytechnic Institute, New Mexico. Amos did carto-
graphic work for the RMPIEIS. He has worked two years
for the BLM.

Mark E. Van Der Puy, Hydrologist
BS in Letters and Forestry, Calvin College, Michigan; BS
in Forestry, University of Michigan; MS in Watershed
Management, University of Arizona. Mark was responsi-
ble for the Soil, Water and Air section and helped with the
Watershed Management section in the draft RMPIEIS.

ARTWORK AND GRAPHICS

STATE OFFICE AND PHOENIX
DISTRICT ASSISTANCE

The following people from the BLM’s  Arizona State Office
provided technical assistance and review for this RMPIEIS.

D. Dean Bibles, Arizona State Director
Lynn H. Engdahl, Associate State Director
Larry P. Bauer, Deputy State Director, Mineral Resources
Beaumont C. McClure, Deputy State Director, Land and

Renewable Resources

Robert E. Archibald, Jr., Realty Specialist
Jane Closson, Writer-Editor
Eugene Dahlem, Wildlife Biologist
Daniel J. McGlothlin, Hydrologist
Keith L. Pearson, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Alan S. Rabinoff, Geologist
George W.  Ramey, Range Conservationist
Gary D. Stumpf, Archaeologist
Larry D. Taddia, Supervisory Cartographic Technician
Bruce B. Talbot, Outdoor Recreation Planner
Marvin E. Weiss, Natural Resource Specialist

The following people from the BLM’s  Phoenix District
Office provided technical assistance and review for this
RMP/EIS.
Henri R. Bisson, Phoenix District Manager
Herman L. Kast, Associate District Manager
Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager

Kirby Boldan,  Realty Specialist
Mary Barger, Archaeologist
Paul J. Buff, Assistant District Manager, Minerals
William K. Carter, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Theodore E. Cordery, Wildlife Biologist
Karen Daniels, Computer Specialist
Kenneth R. Drew, Assistant District Manager, Operations
Robert D. Mitchell, Range Conservationist
William J. Ruddick, Realty Specialist
Richard Thomas, Public Affairs Specialist

Larry Davis
Myrna Fink
Judith A. McDonald

SCOPING (Issue Identification)
Scoping served to identify the significant issues to be ana-

lyzed in the RMPiEIS  and de-emphasized or eliminated from
detailed study insignificant issues or issues addressed in earlier
environmental reviews. The significant environmental issues
were then incorporated into a range of alternatives, and the ef-
fects or impacts of implementing the alternatives were analyzed
in this RMP/EIS.

The BLM held several public scoping meetings to help iden-
tify public concerns about issues. Based on professional judg-
ment, BLM resource specialists also identified issues. A review
of all issues by resource managers and an interdisciplinary team
concluded the scoping process.
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RMP RECIPIENTS

The scoping process for this RMP/EIS involved several phases,
extending from February 1986 to April 1988.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND CONSULTATION
DURING DEVELOPMENT OF THE RMP/EIS

An active public participation program was conducted from
the start of the planning process for this document. The follow-
ing section highlights the public participation opportunities
available during the RMP’s  development.

January 1986
Federal Register notice, press release and public mailing
(900 individuals and groups) announcing the beginning of
the Phoenix RMP/EIS and inviting public participation on
issue identification.

February 1986
Public meetings held in Tucson, Phoenix, Holbrook and
St. Johns to solicit comments on planning issues.

May 1986
Issue newsletter (900 recipients) with issue identification
results.

March through September 1986
Interest group scoping meetings included environmental
groups, special interest public land users, city, county, state
and federal government officials and Indian tribal councils.

November 1986
Issue newsletter (900 recipients) to solicit comments on
preliminary alternatives.

December 1986
Public meetings in Tucson, Phoenix, Holbrook and St.
Johns to solicit comments on alternatives.

January through July 1987
Continue meetings with interest groups and individuals to
discuss alternatives.

July 1987
Issue newsletter describing final list of alternatives chosen
for study in the RMPIEIS.

January 1988
Publish draft RMP/EIS and begin 90-day public comment
period.

February 1988
Public hearings in Tucson and Phoenix to solicit comments
on the draft RMP/EIS.

December 1988
Publish Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS,
AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES

OF THIS STATEMENT WILL BE SENT
Because of the size of the mailing list (900),  only a partial

list of those who will receive the document follows.

Federal Agencies
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture

Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service

Department of Defense
Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Air Force

Department of Energy
Department of the Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service

Environmental Protection Agency

Arizona State Agencies
Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Arizona Department of Health Services
Arizona Department of Library, Archives, and Public Records
Arizona Department of Transportation
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development
Arizona Oil and Gas Commission
Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission
Arizona State Clearinghouse
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer
Arizona State Land Commissioner
Arizona State Parks Board
Arizona Department of Water Resources
Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology
Governor’s Commission on Arizona Environment
Mineral Resource Department
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Local Agencies
Central Arizona Association of Governments
City of Casa Grande
City of Eloy
City of Phoenix
City of Superior
City of Tucson
Gila  County Planning and Zoning Department
Maricopa County Association of Governments
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors
Maricopa County Parks Department
Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Commission
Mohave County Board of Supervisors
Mohave County Planning and Zoning Commission
Northern Arizona Council of Governments
Pima County Association of Governments
Pima County Board of Supervisors
Pima County Parks and Recreation Department
Pima County Planning and Zoning Department
Pinal  County Board of Supervisors
Pinal  County Planning and Zoning Department
Yavapai County Board of Supervisors
Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Department

Indian Tribes and Councils
Ak-Chin Indian Community
Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache Community Council
Gila  River Indian Community
Hopi Tribal Council
Navajo Tribal Council
Pascua Yaqui Tribal Council
Salt River Pima-Maricopa  Community Council
Tohono O’Odham  Council
Yavapai-Apache Community Council
Yavapai-Prescott Board of Directors

Interest Groups
Arizona Cattle Growers Association
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society
Arizona Mining Association
Arizona Mining and Prospecting Association
Arizona Nature Conservancy
Arizona Outdoor Coalition
Arizona Prospectors and Small Mine Operators Association
Arizona Public Service
Arizona State Association of Four-Wheel-Drive Clubs,

Incorporated
Arizona Wildlife Federation
Audubon Society
Bureau of Land Management Advisory Board
Defenders of Wildlife
Desert Tortoise Council
International Society for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros
Kingman Grazing Advisory Board

League of Women Voters
National Audubon Society
Natural Resources Defense Council, Incorporated
New Mexico and Arizona Land and Cattle Company
News Media
Oil and Gas Compapies
ORV Clubs
Phoenix District Advisory Council
Phoenix-Lower Gila  Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board
Public Lands Council
Rockhound Clubs
Santa Fe Minerals
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter
Sierra Club, Rincon Chapter
Sierra Club, Southwest Office
United Four-Wheel-Drive Association
Wild Burro Protection Association
The Wilderness Society
Wildlife Society
Yuma Audubon Society

Elected Representatives

FEDERAL

Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator John McCain
Representative Jim Kolbe
Representative Jon Kyl
Representative Bob Stump
Representative Morris K. Udall
Representative John J. Rhodes III

STATE

Governor Rose Mofford
Speaker of the House
President of the Senate

102



PUBLIC COMMENTS

Public Comments On The Draft
RMP/EIS

The results of public comments on the draft RMP/EIS are
separated into three sections: 1) BLM’s general response to public
comments 2) public hearing transcripts 3) public comment let-
ters and BLM’s specific responses.

BLM’s General Response to Comments
Planning Process: This response is designed to clarify the

differences between the various levels in the BLM planning pro-
cess. Detailed information is available in the Planning Regula-
tions (43 CFR 1600) and the BLM Planning Manual (Sections
1600 through 1630).

The planning system incorporates three tiers: the most general
is the policy tier that identifies goals, objectives, priorities, alter-
natives and other factors for use in planning. Illustrative of this
is the Arizona State Director Policy for Resource Management
Planning that directs the initiation and development of resource
management plans throughout the state.

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) is a second tier. This
general document outlines planning goals and actions for multi-
ple use management of the public lands in a district or resource
area. The RMP establishes the combinations of land and resource
uses; related levels of investment and production and/or protec-
tion to be maintained; and general management practices and
constraints for the various public land resources covered by the
plan. These are set forth as the terms, conditions and decisions
that apply to BLM management activities and operations and
are presented in the form of multiple-use prescriptions and plan
elements.

Plan conclusions must reflect Federal Lund Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) principles for planning and multi-
ple use objectives (PL 94-579, Title II, Section 202.). Alter-
native solutions for major competitive situations, trade-offs,
environmental consequences and other effects are always con-
sidered in the formulation of plan alternatives. The RMP is not
a final implementation decision on actions which require fur-
ther specific plans, process steps or decisions under specific pro-
visions of law and regulations.

The third tier of planning (the activity plan) shows in detail
how to carry out the particular uses provided for in the RMP
tier. Activity plans are generally resource program specific;
however, they may involve more than one resource program. For
example, this RMP/EIS document lists the development of
activity plans as as a management action for implementation of
the RMP. The activity plans for these areas would detail,
specifically, how management goals would be carried out, a
schedule for implementation, and budget requirements.

Upon approval of the RMP in a Record of Decision (ROD),
some actions may be immediately implemented. Implementa-
tion of most specific actions, however, depends on the complc-
tion of environmental  assessments and compliance with all
applicable laws.

Section 7 Consultation: Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA), requires every federal
agency, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds or carries out is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat. Further, Section 7 requires federal agencies to
confer with the Secretary on any action which is likely to jeopar-
dize the continued existence of proposed species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat.

Pursuant to an understanding with the USFWS during infor-
mal consultation in October 1987, this Proposed RMP/FEIS  has
been submitted to the USFWS for consultation under Section
7 of the ESA.

Management Guidance: Several public comments expressed
concern that proposals in the RMP would conflict with the
BLM’s policies for wildlife management. Proposals which iden-
tify federal candidate species habitat or riparian areas for possible
disposal were of particular concern. Guidelines for management
and planning of candidate wildlife habitat and riparian areas,
as expressed in IM-WO-87-684, Executive Orders 11988 and
11990 and the BLM Planning Regulations, do not automatically
prohibit disposal of candidate species habitat or riparian areas.

As stated at several points in the draft RMP/EIS  and this Pro-
posed RMP/FEIS,  a decision to dispose of public land is based
upon the results of environmental assessments for every disposal
action. The importance of the habitat or area with regard to its
overall abundance and distribution, the importance of federal
management in its overall survival, the foreseeable uses of the
habitat or area in non-public ownership and the differences be-
tween feasible federal and non-federal protection for the habitat
or area are some of the factors (considered during the
environmental assessment process) which would influence a final
federal management decision to dispose of or retain the land.

BLM must select the best overall multiple use plan for each
area. Therefore, management cannot exclude from disposal any
land because - and only because - the land is candidate species
habitat or riparian area. The disposal of land does not occur
without the acquisition of land. As stated in the draft and pro-
posed RMPs,  the BLM’s goal is to acquire values equal to or
greater than those on disposal land, and only if environmental
assessments indicate disposal would be an option.
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F e b r u a r y  75, 19~8
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MR. SANDERS: It's  7:no. I apprcciattt

everybody showing up tonight. Wo are very  much

interested in your comments on the Phoenix

RCSCIIITCF:  Management Plan, and I guess I would

like to stress that's pr.imarily  what our job

tonight is: To ljsten  to you, listen to what you

have to say concerning the management plan that

we have outlined for public comment.

By design, this gathering tonight is a

pub1  ic hearing, and it's  sandwjched  in between

OUT YO--day Environmental Impact Statement.

We do have a court reporter present,

and she will prepare a transcript of whatever is

said tonight while  the hearing is in

progress. And we have a podium down here  for

speakers to come down and speak and let us know

what you think about the Phoenix Resource

Management Plan.

Larry Rauer, on my left, js the Hearjng

Officer, and he will have  n short introduction to

make and, the", we wjll  go into listening to the

speakers and recording those speakers.

Following the opening and closing of

the hearing, we will have a question-and-answer

session, and we will  be glad to answer any
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uestions  you have about the Phoenix Resource

lanagement  Plan. After that, we will be,  glad to

alk to anybody who wants to, one-on-one.

With that introduction, 1 would like to

.ur" the meeting over to our Hearing Officer,

,arry  iJaURr.

MR. AALIER: Ladies and gentlemen, this

)ublic  hearing bill will now COIIIF?  to order.

I would like to introduce myself. My

lame is Ilarry Rauer, and I'm the Deputy State

>jrector  for managers at the F!l.M  offjce  on 7th

jtrent  in Phoenix. I have been  appointed hr‘izr~11.3

state director by Mr. Dean Rjbles to conduct this

public hearing under the authorities of the

Secretary of The Interjor.

This hearing concerns the Phoenix

Reso~rre  Management Plan/EnVjronmental  Impact

Statement in the RLM Phoenix Resource Area.

Most of you, \lndoubtsdly,  signed  thr

attendance sheet as you came into the  room. If

you  hav?  not done so, I would encourage you to

sign in so that we can have a written attendance

For the record here.

If you plan to make R statement this

evening, please be svr? to select the appropriate
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This hearing will be rncord~d by a

court reporter, who will prepare R transrrjpt  of

everything that is said  this evening. Jf you

wish to obtain a ropy of the transcript, you

should make  arrangements through Henry Elisson,

who is the  Phoenix District Manager or AI-t 'Power,

the Phoenix Ra?source  Area Manager, or Mr. Tim

Sanders who is the team leader for the Phoenix

RBSOU~CP  Area,  RMP/ETS. At this timt?,  T would

like to say a few  words about the Phoenix

Our management plans four altrrnativrs

For management of the 911,Oflfl  acres  of public

lands and in RLMs Phoenix Resource  Area. The

land in question lies in night counties: 'Ph  n

counties of Apache, Navajo, Maricopa, Yavapai,

Pinnl, Pima, Gila and Santa cruz. The  plan

identifirs as one of the altrrnativrs, a IlI<M-

preferred alternative. This alternative is HLMs

long-range  plan for the area  of the plan and

discusses such things as land c?xchangcs,  utility

corridors, communication sites and the,

J

concern. Tn addition, the plan identifies a

long-range program for managing the planning

areas for recreational resources.

At the  front of the room,  we havr

placed several plans which show the RLM-preferred

plan. At the end of this hearing, the ALM

representative will be able to discuss any

questions or aspects of the plan in which you may

he interested. NO”, for R few words about the

procedures to be used during this  hearing.

This hearing is not a debate or a trial

07 a question-and-answer session. This advjsory

hearing and all interested prtrsons  present may

make statements, either written or oral or both,

that are pertinent to the Resource Management

Plan we are covering tonight. Your oral  comments

will he recorded and a transcript of your

cOmments  will  appear in the Environmvntal rmpact

Statement. You may also obtain these in the

hearing record. Written comments should bc+

addressed to Arthur E. Tower, Hureau  of; Land

Management, Phoenix District Officr, 7.015 West

Deer Valley Road, Phoenix, Arizona, 85027. This

address is also inrluded  in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement, and WC have



c o p i e s  of t h a t  i m p a c t  s t a t e m e n t  evoilahlr?

t o n i g h t , i f  y o u  d o  n o t .  a l r e a d y  h a v e  one. T “01~1cl

a l s o  like t o  t a k e  a  m i n u t e t o  d i s c u s s  where  the

plan goes  f rom hare.

A s  we s t a t e d  e a r l i e r ,  we are  i n  t h e

m i d d l e  o f  a 9 0 - d a y  p u b l i c  comment  prriod  o n  t h e

Draft RMP/EIS. After the  comments per iod  clo:;es

o n  A p r i l  t h e  79th, we w i l l  revirw  a l l comments

a n d  c h o o s e  a  f i n a l  p l a n  l a t e r  t h i s  year. Wa  w i l l

issue a fjnal  Environmental Impact Statement that

includes a RI,M-proposed  resource management

pl.an. 30 days after we issue the final

snvironme.ntal.  impact  statement., we will boqin  to

i m p l e m e n t  th? p r o p o s e d  p l a n .

With that introduction, WC will now

begin this hearing.

Are there any governmental official:;

hare  tonight  who wish to make  a statrmrnt?.  If

not, Arthur, would you bring the  list ov~?r  so we

ran  c e l l  the people  jn order  t h a t  they  cam? in?

O u r  f i r s t  speaker  t o n i g h t .  IS  M r . R . FI

Johnson. At the begjnning, I will tell  you, you

h a v e  u p  t o  10  m i n u t e s  to  speak,  a n d  T w i l l

indicate when you have two  minutes on that time

left, iE you have not finished. Then, we  w i l l  g o

ahead onto  the  next  speaker .

MR. JOHNSON: I ’m R.H. Johnson.

MR. BAIIER: Please  step up to  our

mj crophone, here .

M R . JOHNSON: I own the Desert  IT;  11 s Ranch

M o r r i s t o w n ,  A r i z o n a ,  7 2  s e c t i o n s . Under  t h i s

proposal, ejght  srrtjons  of t h a t  r a n c h  a r e  bejng

c o n s i d e r e d  a s  a  t r a d e  t o  d e v e l o p e r s . Tf  t h i s

t r a d e  t a k e s  p l a c e ,  i t  wjlJ effectjvely  amount to

e i g h t  s e c t i o n s  o f  A r i z o n a  t r a d e  o f  s t a t s  l a n d s

that will be technically landlocked that  we wjll

not have  access to. I n  t h i s  e i g h t  acres, t h e r e

is one  o f  o u r  we1  1  s  a n d  c o r r a l s  a n d  some  o f  t h e

best grazing lands on the ranch.

Thjs  e f f e c t i v e l y  w i l l  reduce  t h e  sjze

o f  the ranch by 12-and-a-half  percent . We have

prevjously, as of December the 2Rth, 19R7,

p r e p a r e d  oui-  o p t i o n s  i n  w r i t i n g  t o  M r .  Ri.sson.  I

w o u l d  ljke t o  have  t h a t  l e t t e r  g o  i n t o  l-he  record

o r  i f  n o t , we  wi l l  be g lad  to  update  it. and

present it again.

YOII have the letter. S h o u l d  I  rr-send

i t  or  w i l l i t  be satisfactory as written?

MR. RALIER: H r n r i , would yrll,  answer  that?

MR. RISSON: That's Eine.



MR. RAUER: Okay.

MR. JOHNSON: That will become a part of

the record?

MR. RISSON: YRS, sjr.

MR. RAIJER: Thank you,  very much, Mr.

Johnson.

The second speaker js Allen

Klinefelter.

MR. KIsINEFELTER: Yrs, sir. T'm Allen

Klinefelter  and I'm R.H. Johnson's cattle

partner.

Mr. Johnson owns Desert Hills Ranch.

Some of you might he familiar with it. AS you go

from Phoenix to Wickenhrrg,  you overpass

Morristown and you turn right at Castle Hot

Springs Road. As you cross 74 Highway, gojng

east to I,ake  Pleasant, when you cross that cattle

ford for the next 10 miles you are going through

the middle of us,

*t's  rompris?d  of about 75 sections,

two  aiiverse  s e c t i o n s , Arizona I,ands, 56 percent;

FILM, 44 percent. And in the southeast C"T"PI^

there are ranches. There are 59 sections that

are affected by this  impact statement, right

sections i3I.M  wishes to take off the ranch and

9 10

Sell, give, trade, whatever, to indivjduals. Rut

the very southeast sectjon of thr ranch is in an

Arizona Land J,ease section and because it's three

sertjons squared, njne sections, it would

effectively cut that section out of the ranch.

We couldn't I-each it.

There is 30 acres of Arizona lands that

comes dirrrtly north from Whjtman and c~osscs and

c"meS on to us. Thr?re is a 4-wheel drive club

that has a lease withjn our ranch boundarjes  and

that would he landlocked by this trade.

If you go on north from there, jt's  a

40-acre Arizona Land Lease with English Wells

WjndmjJl, wells, and corrals that would be cut

off from the ranch. That is the primary water

SOllrCe, As you probably know, we try to have a

water source and have the cattle work out in a

radius of one mjle in each djrectjon. lf two

miles, the cattle going that far will get Eoot

sol-es. It now leaves the ranch jn the mjddl? of

Eour miles.

Not only will this  effectjvely  take off

the ran
0
b nine sections, it also will foul  up

DUI- fencing plans, whjch has been removed by RLM

of Arizona.
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N O ” , I  w o u l d  like  t.o  read t.hi::  l<Ttt.nr,

j u s t  becallse  i t  COVCTS  the  pojnts. And alsn,  iow

p u n c h e r s  d o n ’ t  a l w a y s  l o o k  like  t,his,  a n d  the

t i m e  WC  should  have  bee”  c l e a n i n g  u p  somebody

s a i d w P h a v e a c o w o II  t. + I-  a p p P d t.  h ,I + w c1 II .3 d t.  o

help.

tlrnri  R i s s o n , Drcembrr  7Hth. I)F.RT s i Î  :

we, Johnson--KlinRf~lt.,~r;  Desert  H i  11s  t(anch,

l i t t l e  h ,  s l a s h , i n  parent  hrses,  1-?qrlrsl  a n d

s t r o n g l y  r e c o m m e n d  th.)t. Nurnau  nf ,.il”ii  blanrigamcnt

d i s a p p r o v e ,  undrrlj  nr, t,hr proposed  l a n d  trade

w i t h  d e v e l o p e r s  o f  e i g h t .  sact,ions i n T o w n s h i p  fi

n o r t h , Range  2 wcsi,  srt f o r t h  i n  you,-  attachrd

1et.ter, f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  r e a s o n s :

I Thjs  a c t i o n  wollld  clot  o f f  f r o m  Ihe

r a n c h , A r i z o n a  I.and Df?part.ment  Graze  lease  l a n d s

i n  Section  lfi,T o w n s h i p  fi n o r t h ,  Aangc  7  west.

2 . E n g l i s h  W e l l s  W i n d m i l l ,  well  a n d

POrr.313, the  o n l y  s t o c k  a n d  gemn “ate]-  so,~rcc  f o r

t h e  S o u t h e a s t  q u a r t e r  o f  t.ho  r a n c h ,  w o u l d  bo

l o s t . .

3 . RL.M  4,R7R.47  a c r e s  o f  l i t t l e  h ,  sliinh,

p l u s  A r i z o n a  1,and  D e p a r t m e n t  64ll acres  iI\

Section  16, Townshjp  6 n o r t h , Range  7 west  ““ l l ld

b e  l o s t . , m a k i n g  t h e  c o w - c a l f  r a n g e  opf!rat  i.on  n o

l o n g e r  e c o n o m i c a l l y  f e a s i b l e .

4 . J o h n s o n ’ s jnvestmrnt  o f  approxjmately

$ 5 , 0 0 0  p e r  graze  l e a s e s e c t i o n  wou1n  he  lost,

p l u s  l o s s  o f  i m p r o v e m e n t s .

5 . T w o  y e a r s ’ w o r k  o n  a p p r o v e d  m o d i f i e d

S a v o r y  R a n g e  M a n a g e m e n t  S y s t e m  b y  A r i z o n a  L a n d

D e p a r t m e n t  Bill  O ’ S u l l i v a n  a n d  Rureau  o f  L a n d

Managemant  R a n g e  Specialjst.  L.oyal  Haun  w o u l d  b e

l o s t  a s  l o s s  o f  e i g h t  g r a z e  s e c t i o n s  o f  RLM  lease

a n d  o n e  g r a z e  sectjon  o f  A r i z o n a  L,and  D e p a r t m e n t

t o  d e v e l o p e r s , o r  b y  c u t t i n g  ofE f r o m  r a n c h  a n d

w a t e r , w o u l d  make c o s t  o f  fencjng, p o s t s ,  l a b o r ,

s u r v e y i n g , p i o n e e r i n g  o f  f e n c e  l i n e s ,  c a t t l e

g u a r d s  a n d  g a t e s  n o  l o n g e r  economjcall  y f e a s i b l e

f o r  s h r u n k e n  c a t t l e  o p e r a t i o n s .

6. J o h n s o n - K l i n e f e l t e r , w h o  h a v e  owned  a n d

o p e r a t e d  D e s e r t  H i l l s  R a n c h  u n d e r  h , s l a s h , b r a n d

f o r  t h e  p a s t  f i v e  y e a r s , h a v e  a l w a y s  h e l d  c a t t l e

n u m b e r s  o n  r a n c h  b e l o w  a s s i g n e d  a n i m a l  u n i t

permjt  n u m b e r s  a l l o w e d  b y  B u r e a u  o f  L.and

M a n a g e m e n t ,  4 4  p e r c e n t ,  a n d  A r i z o n a  1,and

[Department,  5 6  p e r c e n t , t o  a l l o w  f o r  r a n g e  forbs

ind  g r a s s e s  r e s e e d i n g  a n d  r e g r o w t h  f o r  s t o c k  a n d

fame f e e d , h a v e  a l w a y s  pajd  a s s e s s e d  g r a z e  f e e s

3nd  t a x e s  a h e a d  o f  s c h e d u l e  a n d  have  c o o p e r a t e d



1:

in full with any R1.M  and Arizona Land endeavors

to improve range condjtjons.

7. Johnson-Klinefelter  Desert Hills Ranch

js one  Of the few remajnjng  ranches in this area

dedicated to a cow-calf operation to produce

yearling calves for sale. to finishing feed lots

to be sold to area moat packers for beef for

rapidly increasjng  population. Most other

ranches in this area have changed to

winter-grazing corriente  steers purchased in

Mexico because of less investment in labor and

facjljties, shorter work season, less  taxas, lass

interest paid to area banks, veterinary fees, et

cetera, further worsening a rapidly dcterioratjng

balance of payments situation with foreign

Yountrjes.

8. RLMs proposed land trade of these

public lands with developers would effectively

Fence  jn Phoenix Four Wheel Drjve Club areas in

section 18, Township 6 north, Range 2 west, used

>y many Phoenix cjty dwellers, cjvjc grOUpS,

young people and Roy Scouts as a" escape to open

desert areas on holidays and weekends. These

folks have made excellent  ranch neighbors by

polirjng  up thejr area and surroundjng  desert,

ceoping gates closed and just generally watching

,"er stock, game and ranch aqujpment.

9. WE, Johnson-Klinefeltar  Desert Hills

7anch, ask that y011 carpfully  conside?-  these

Yoregoing stated points and disapprove,

lnderljne, this proposed land trade of BLM Public

.ands  with developers. Yours very truly, signed

?.H. Johnson and AlJen Kljnefelter.

AlSO, there is a latter in here that

3LM now has a copy of, because jt was mailed to

rhem. And I just have the copy from Arizona Fish

rnd Game. They have constructed just north of

<"glish Wells one of those cisterns, desert

-jsterns that has the inverted roof that goas

into the concrete basement cistern below, and

#t's fenced in. And they did a game count two

rears  ago and said there W?TF) 24 wild bobcat and

?On deer and thousands of havaljna, they don't

:now how much. And this is what R1.M  is talking

Ibout  trading to developers that would also

.andlock that out in the middle lof it. Tt's  just

north of Engljsh WeJJs.

T thank you.

MR. HAIIER: Thank you, Mr. Klinefalter.

Our next speaker is Mr. Gene Jensen.



M R . J E N S E N  : T h a n k  y o u ,  M r .  Rauer.

My name js  Eugene Jensen,  and I  reside

at  1017 .0  Clair  Avenue in Sun City, A r i z o n a .  I

h a v e  b e e n  a  resjdent  o f  A r i z o n a  f o r  sjx  y e a r s ,

b u t  i n  a n d  a r o u n d  t h e  s t a t e  s i n c e  a b o u t  1 9 4 7 .

I ’ m  a  professjonal  e n g i n e e r  wjth  a n  Arjzona

l i c e n s e  a n d  I  h a v e  a  d e g r e e  i n  w a t e r  r e s o u r c e

management . I  h a v e  b e e n  associat.ed  wjth

c o n s e r v a t i o n  s i n c e  a b o u t  1935. T h i s  e x p e r i e n c e

h a s  r a n g e d  f r o m  bujlding  t e r r a c e s  o n  t h e  family

farm when I  was i n  h i g h  s c h o o l  t o  b e i n g  t h e

t e c h n i c a l  d i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  Unjt.ed  St.ates

Environmental  Protect ion  Agency . A l o n g  wi.th

f e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s , I  h a v e  s e r v e d  a s  c o m m i s s i o n e r

o n  t h e  P o t o m a c  R i v e r  Rasin.

I ’m a  ljfe  member  o f  the  Nature

C o n s e r v a n c y  a n d  p a s t  m e m b e r  oE  m o s t  of  t h e  o t h e r

natjonal  c o n s e r v a t i o n  organjaatjons. I  have  -

s e r v e d  a  c o u p l e  t i m e s  a s  d i r e c t o r  o f  o n e  oE  t h e s e

organjzatjons. I ’ m  a l s o  actjve  jn  t h e  l o c a l

community . I ’ m  d i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  h o m e o w n e r ’ s

assocjatjon  o f  t h e  advjsory  b o a r d  o f  l o c a l

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s y s t e m . I ’ m  a  memhor  oE  our

r e c r e a t i o n a l  b o a r d  manaqemrnt  c o m m i t t e e ,

chairman, a n d  o u r  h i k i n g  c l u b  e l e c t e d  m e
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committee  man.

I  h a v e  h a d  t h r e e  p r o b l e m s  o r  thr??

c o n c e r n s  w i t h  t h e  L a k e  eleasant  at-ea, w h i c h  I

w o u l d  r e f e r  t.o  a s  hiarogl.yphjcs. General  1 y ,

t h e s e  f a l l  i n t o  t h r e e  a r e a s , w h i c h  I  w i l l  t a l k

about .  one  a t  a  time.

T h e  f i r s t  o n e  o f  t h e m  i s  f o r  t h e

h i e r o g l y p h i c s . I t .  seems to  me  that  the  p lan ,

w h i l e  i t  m a y  h e  q u i t e  a d e q u a t e  f o r  t h e  present,

s i m p l y  isn’t  g o i n g  t o  b e  a d e q u a t e  f o r  t h e  future

of t h e  P h o e n i x  m e t r o p o l i t a n  a r e a  w h i c h , l i k e  i t

or  n o t , is  g r o w i n g  a t  a  s i m p l y  e n o r m o u s  r a t e .

A n d  t h e  w e s t e r n  p r o p e r t y  v a l u e  i:  p r o b a b l y  g o i n g

t o  b e  t h e  a p p e a l i n g  p a r t  o f  j t .  t o  d e v e l o p e r s  i n

t h e  n e a r  f u t u r e . We are  s imply  go ing  to  he

o v e r r u n  b y  e v e n t s . W e  r e a l l y  n e e d  t o  b e  t.h.inkjng

long-range about  some k i n d  o f  a  p a r k  s t a t u s  f o r

t h a t  w h o l e  plannjng  a r e a , s o m e t h i n g  resemhljng  a

national  pat-k.

Frankly, t h e  Sonoran drsert’s  ecntype

r e a l l y  i s  s i m p l y  b e i n g  d i s s o l v e d  h y  d e v e l o p e r s  a s

we  go  a long . We have  a  remarkable  chance  to

p r e s e r v e  i t . I t  w o u l d  h e  n i c e  i f  2 0 , 7 .5  years

from now people  could look back and see  what

k i n d s  o f  d e c i s i o n s  w e  m a d e  a t  t h e  t i m e . WOI-I?
-



they looking ahead, p l a n n i n g  F o r  the  Futur,,?  Or

what did they subsrquently  plan for  the past?

And T wanted to digress just a couple

minutes here. J mndc  a disastrous sr,t of

d e c i s i o n s  r i g h t  after  I  g o t  nut o f  coll~gs.  T

d<d  one  of the First  watrr  qua1  ity survrys  of

J>dko  Tahoe. A n d  w e  c o n c l u d e d  a t  thnl-  t.imr  t.hot

L,akt=  T a h o e  w a s  so i s o l a t e d  t h a t  “0 one  could  PVCI-

get. t.hore; a n d ,  snrondly,  t h r  rtiasr,”  i s  t h a t  n o

""P  would ever  want to get there.

ronsrquant1y, wnt<~-r  quality as

projected would he basically R nnll-problrln. '1' h i)  t

i n just hrfol-e  ~)eople  got intorested  in skiing

and bPF<ore  th?  in ters ta te  highways ram?  along.

And 1,akr  Tahoe is nnc  of the most promirlcnt  wr)tex-

"c3"PS. W C  shoilld  look  far  ahead  just enough so
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On the south area, I think it would be

lesjrablr  for  planners to extend the boundarjes

just immediately west of the  Agua Fria River

rorlth  state hjghways  and north Central  Arjaona

‘rojsct. Inclusion o f  that area in the planning

~rca  worlld  b e  c o n s i s t e n t  wjth  t h e  open  o p e r a t i o n

space des ignated by Maricopa County Planning

'ommjssjon.

Thjrd  jr. water resource management.

I ’ m  so m u c h  c o n f u s e d  b y  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f

rjparjan  protectjon  plans whjch  are  inc luded

rea l ly  throughout the  record. Maybe the peop le

From the RL.M who prepared the repor t  unders tood

exact ly  what  they  meant , b u t  I  d o n ’ t  e x a c t l y

u n d e r s t a n d  j t . I do  know that we do  not  have

v e r y  m a n y  f l o w i n g  s t r e a m s  l e f t  i n  t h e  d e s e r t

mountajns  and we ne!ad t o  p r o t e c t  those streams.

T h e  r i p a r i a n  Eorests left that once ware there

p r o b a b l y  c o u l d  hr b r o u g h t  b a c k .

This poses  some rather interest ing

chal langes  t o  the  Rureau O f  L.and M a n a g e m e n t . "U t

I  a l s o  h a v e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  c o n f i d e n c e  i n  t h e

Department  Of  The Interior organizatjon.  It

seems  to me a challenge, not something that has

tcr  be done  right  away, t o  adopt  a long-range plan
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a n d  move  f o r w a r d . We  d o n ’ t  h a v e  t o  t r y  30  y e a r s

d o w n  t h e  r o a d . M a y b e  t h e y  w i l l  b e  a s s i m i l a t e d

i n t o  t h i s  k i n d  o f  s y s t e m .

S o  l e t ’ s  see  i f  w e  c a n ’ t  come u p  with

a ”  i m a g i n a t i v e  a p p r o a c h  t o  t h e  Hassayampa.

I  t h a n k  y o u .

MR. RAUBR  : T h a n k  y o u , Mr. ,JC?“Scl”.

Mr. G a b r i e l  Zjnsl 1  ,

MR. Z I N S K I : T h a n k  y o u ,  M r . RaIlOr, f o r

nllowjng  m e  t o  s p e a k  tonjght.. M y  n a m e  js  G a b r i e l

linsli. I  l i v e  i n  G l e n d a l e ,  R425  N o r t h  5 6 t h

4venue. I have a few comments to make about this

nanagemsnt  p l a n .

First  o f  a l l , I  w o u l d  ljkr  t o

:omplement  t h e  w r i t e r s  of  t h e  d o c u m e n t  o n  t h e

proposals  a n d  t h e  g o o d  jdeas  t.hpy  h a d  c o n c e r n i n g

lesignating  s e v e r a l  a r e a s  a s  ACECs,  w h i c h  I  t h i n k

s  a  v e r y  jmport.ant  i d e a  o f  resource  c o n s e r v a t i o n

lrea  f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  a r e a s . T h e  s p e c i f i c

management  a r e a s 5s g o o d  and  t h e  c o o p e r a t i v e

‘ecroation  m a n a g e m e n t  a r e a s i s  a  g o o d  i d e a  a l s o .

t h i n k  w e  a r e  g e t t i n g  d o w n  t.o  t h e  nitty-grjtty

Nf  t r y i n g  t o  p l a n  t h e s e  c o m p l e x  l a n d s  t h a t  t h e

-LM  js  h o l d i n g  i n  t r u s t  f o r  a l l  o f  u s .

Some  m o r e  s p e c i f i c  c o m m e n t s  t h a t  I

h a v e . I  have  a  c o m m e n t  a b o u t  o f f - l o a d  v e h i c l e

a c c e s s . 0 ”  p a g e  3 1 , Altrrnatjve  I3 o n  i t  state-

“ V e h i c u l a r  t.rave1  would  be  limit.od  t.L-,  e x i s t i n g

roads  a n d  trajls  o n  a l l the  R M P  a r e a ’ s  pllbljc

l a n d  w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  t h o s e  ureas

s p e c i f i c a l l y  jdentjfjed  a s  c l o s e d . ”

I  h a v e  p r e v i o u s l y , i n  m y  c o m m e n t s  a t

o t h e r  heari  rigs  h-1  e , s t a t e d  t h a t  I  b e l i e v e  t h a t

o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e s  s h o u l d  be  p e r m i t t e d  where

a l l o w e d . I ”  o t h e r  w o r d s , a ”  area  s h o u l d  bc

c l o s e d  a n d  a n  area  s h o u l d  be  dr:;ig”atad  open  t o

o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e s o n l y  w h e r e  s o  statrd. M ci)  s t

arl?as i n  t h i s  900  a n d  s o m e  t h o u s a n d  acres  are

c l o s e d  t o  o f f - r o a d  vehjcles, a n d  c e r t a i n

d e s i g n a t e d  a r e a s  s h o u l d  r e m a i n  open  t o  off-load

vehicles.

A s  f a r  a8 thr description Jjmjtcd  t o

e x i s t i n g  r o a d s  a n d  t.rails  - -

G o s h , jt.‘s  k i n d  o f  h a r d  t o  i d e n t i f y

w h a t  t r a i l s  a~-e. F o r  t h e  s a k e  o f  t:larit.y,  m a y b e

W C  s h o u l d  j u s t  s a y  t h e y  w o u l d  b e  Jimi ted  to

e x i s t i n g  r o a d s . I  d o n ’ t  see  a n y w h e r e  i n  h e r e

where there is any statement which strictly

p r o h i b i t s  a n y  v e h i c l e s f r o m  a c c e s s i n g  riparian

a r e a s . I t  i s  v e r y , v e r y  d a m a g i n g  f o r  a n y  k i n d  o f
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a  v e h i c l e , motor i zed  vehicle, t o  g o  t r a i p s i n g  u p

a n d  d o w n  a  riparjan  arca.

A good example  o f  damage that  can be

d o n e  b y  a c c e s s  js  a t .  Garcja’s  W a s h . I  w a s  there

just a few, maybe two weeks ago, on R Sunday

a f ternoon, a n d  there  were  p r o b a b l y  IO  o r  1 7

t r u c k s  w i t h  t h e i r  l o a d e r s  b e h i n d ,  w h e r e  p e o p l e

were  b r i n g i n g  i n  t h e i r  o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e s  a n d  t h e y

a r e  g o i n g  up a n d  d o w n  G a r c i a ’ s  W a s h , p e n e t r a t i n g

eve?-  more  jnto  H e l l s  C a n y o n , WSA.

Again, I  would  s tate  the document  does

n o t  d e a l  s t r i c t l y  e n o u g h  a b o u t  o f f - r o a d  vehjcles,

while  many, many comments in the previous  years

were  gjvrn  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  i t ’ s  n e c e s s a r y  t o

cont.rol  off-road  v e h i c l e s . The  other  comment I

h a v e  i s  t h a t  t.he H e l l  .I  C a n y o n  a r e a ,  whjch  j.s  p a r t

hjeroglyphic  m o u n t a i n s  a n d  a n  o u t s t a n d i n g  s c e n i c

a n d  r e c r e a t i o n a l  a r e a , whjch  is r e a l l y  a  j e w e l

c l o s e  t o  t h e  N o r t h w e s t  V a l l e y ,  v e r y  c l o s e  t o  t h e

Northwest V a l l e y , p r o b a b l y  7.0  mj  l e s  f r o m  Sun

C i t y , i s  a n  area  t h a t  w e  s h o u l d  c o n s i d e r  t o  b e

very  d e a r  t o  US a n d  d o  our very b e s t  a l o n g  wjth

many others  to  protec t  as  much as possible.

p o i n t e d  out t h a t  t h e  r i p a r i a n  areas  i n  <our

Sonoran D e s e r t  h a v e  been  d e s t r o y e d ,  f o r  t h e i r

most  par t . T h e  S a l t  R i v e r  a n d  Gila  R i v e r  used  t o

f l o w , o r  a t  l e a s t  a  l o n g  t.jmr  a g o  u s e d  t.o  f l o w ,

Ear  mope  t h a n  t h e y  d o  n o w  i n  w h i c h  t h e y  s u p p o r t e d

a  cott.onwood  f o r e s t  alonq  i t.s  b a n k s . T h i s  i s ,  o f

COUJTSR, now gone and many, m a n y  o t h e r  r i p a r i a n

a r e a s  are  r e a l l y  d a m a g e d  v e r y  murh  b y

i m p o u n d m e n t s  b y  o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e s  a n d  b y  c a t t l e

gra7.i  ng, and that  destroys  the banks.

T t h i n k  i n  our s t a t e , a n d  r?spocially  i n

t h e  s o u t h  p a r t .  o f  011~  st.atr,  t.hat  r i p a r i a n  areas

or where any water f l o w s  at all in some  part  o f

the year and any sprinq  that exists on our  RLM

l a n d s  s h o u l d  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  a t r e a s u r e . A n d  there

are many riparian areas  which  have not been

d e s i g n a t e d  a s  ACECs, w h i c h  T w o u l d  1 ike t o  s e e

desjgnated  a s  s u c h . W C have, in Hossayampa

c a n y o n ,  a n  a r e a . I n  t.his  Hassayampa  C a n y o n  a r e a

we have water flow level  12 months out of the

yeal-, s p r i n g s  s e e p i n g  a l l  y e a r  r o u n d , and we

should  p r o t e c t  those  very  rare  ~OSOIITC~S  i n  our

sonoran  D e s e r t .

The document has a weakness concernjng The ot.her  po int  1 have about the

r i p a r i a n  a r e a s , and I think Mr. Jensen has p r o p o s a l  i s  t h a t  i t  s p e a k s  v e r y  l i t t l e ,  i f



nothing, ahout  enforcement. And T know that it

js e problem with th c blldcjetary  process wharr

monies arr  allocated  to the  I)epar+.ment  Of The

Interior so s p a r i n g l y  that jt ir;  a problem to

enforce  the existing l a w s  a n d  rcyulations. Hut

a t  SDIIIF‘  p o i n t  I  t h i n k  t h e  p o i n t  m a y  brd  t h a t  we

n e r d  t.o  p u t  some  p e o p l e  i n  th,a field  who  have the

pow*,- to mnkr  arrrsts  end gr.t people  to stop

d e s t r o y i n g  our p u b l i c  l a n d s .

One  good  example  is the Castle  Hot

S p r i n g s  R o a d , which is now very  accessible

becn~lsr  of that new  street that has been put in

but they  have  to create  parking lots on either

;Ind  do anything they like: S h o o t ,: il  c + I, s , y 0 II

"am?  it. T h e s e  AT’C  p u b l i c lands  a n d  UP see  “(0

enforcements of any laws. J know it’s d pr<)hlt?m,

but at some  point WC cannot simply dcsiqnetc

something in the ACECs. We c a II ’ t d (’  s i g ,i  d t.  R P R  r ,-  y

Mesa and not protect it, brcause  dpsignat  ing

thnt  might  at tract  even  more hoodlilms  f.o

73-

go up there  and tear  down the walls.

MR. RAUEH  : Two mjnutes.

MR. ZINSLI: Y e s ,  s i r .

The other comment I had was  about

p l a c e r  m i n i n g . Placer mining is  a  technique by

which you pump water out o f  a  f l o w i n g  s t r e a m  a n d

r u n  i t  o v e r  g r a v e l  or  s a n d , l o o k i n g  f o r  g o l d  a n d ,

then, y o u  s h o u l d  be  puttj  n g  t h e  wat.er n o t  b a c k

jnto  t h e  r i v e r , but  put  i t  somewhere else. The

questjon  I have js our  existing placer  mjnjng

a c t i v i t i e s  a t  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  oE  t h e  H a s s a y a m p a

River and Cherry Creek, south o f  Wagoner ,  are

they  meeting all environmental laws and all  FILM

regujrements?

M y  f i n a l  pojnts  w o u l d  be  t.hat  o f  t.hn

four a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  I  s e e  h e r e ,  JR d o  l i k e

A l t e r n a t i v e  C t h e  b e s t , b e c a u s e  it a f f o r d s  more

p r o t e c t i o n  t o  t h e  ACECs w i t h  a  w i d e r  a c r e a g e ,

espec ia l ly  at  the  Hel ls  Canyon -- not Hells

canyon, White Canyon, where the Alternative C is

f o u r  tjmes  more  a c r e a g e  a l l o c a t e d . A n d  I  think

White Canyon is certainly  a  treasure  that  ought

t o  be p r o t e c t e d  i n  more  w a y s  t h a n  js  described  i n

Alternative R.

Thank you, very much.



MR. RArJER: Thank you, Mr. Zinsli.

Our next  speaker is nary1  Drake.

MR. DRAKE: My name  is nary1  Drake. T 1iVD

at 1307  West Heathcrbree  and  that's Phoenix, and

the zip is 85013. I'm here  representing the

Arizona  Desert  Racing Association of the  Arjzona

Outdoor Coalition and it's a western regional

group called the Rlue  Ribbon C'oaliiion. And I

just wanted to say thanks Ear  the considering o

off-highway vehicles. And you mjqht  be

interested to know, I believe  tonight 1 know it

passed the committee as an ORV  pro9ram, w h i c h

might he1.p  to be provide enforcement funding.

And it's gojng  to have everybody have  a yearly

license, something like a hunting or fisliing

license, together, for off roads that BTC  paid

For by tax money now.

Some of the things  on off-road

problems have to do with types o? ORVs  bring used

in one  area. Kerpjng  all axjStin9  I-uads and

trails open, I think, is one cof  the  best.  USRS.

PO hP3p  keep  thjs  new  state plan will provjdr  RLM

>nd other land management Arizona agencies with

noney  to maintain those facjljtjes

lemoyraphically. All of us are getting older and

tht- ability to have the time  DT the physical

lbility  to go out  and  play in desert areas is nut

vithjn  very many people's range. OF corl)‘sa,  all

desert  experts remind  US to :;tay  with OUT

/ehicJes. That's about all.

Thank you for  thP  chance tcs  s p e a k .  I

Ippraciate  it. Thank yo,,.

MR. RAIJER: Thank you,  Mr. Drake.

OllI-  next speaker is MjJl  Gafvel‘.

MR. CARVER: My nai~r  is Rill  GATVCI‘.  I

cc~me  From Mesa  and I'm the  first  to admjt  that I

have just refYoivrd  the packet dnd  I'm not fully

itbl-past  of the plan, in total. I have  \anrlrl-r:t<oc>d

that there al-~ consi~ier~tions, however-, to

restrjctjny  rrrtajn  arras  from 4-whrrl drive

vehicles. If, inderd, that is true,  ns a mpmhe?

of Jeepers  ?rrt,pcrs  4-wheel  drive jreping  g,c,\>p,

T would  likr to e x p 1 I: s s 0 u I- h 0 n c 0 1‘  n r 0 9 3 I-  d i n g a n y

2 6
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p l a n  t h a t  would  r e s t r i c t  0111  g r e a t  o u t b a c k  t o

acress  to rnsponsjble  46whaeJ drjve  v e h i c l e s .

Our  g r o u p  i s  p r i m a r i l y  mado  u p  o f

sanjor  c i t i z e n s , retjrcd  f o l k s , n u m b e r i n g  4  0

people  f r o m  a l l  part.s o f  t h e  V&l ley,  M e s a ,  !iun

ri  t y , R u n  ri  t y  w e s t , Rj 0 V e r d e . A n d  aJJ Q - w h e e l

o p e r a t o r s  t h a t  we h a v e  ever come ~CTC>S~ wc  f o u n d

tn  b e  e x t r e m e l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  people  t h a t  e n j o y

e x p l o r i n g  t h e  m o u n t a i n s  a n d  the  at-e,as o f f  t h e

road. W i  thaut  except  i o n , I  w o u l d  say  t.hat  t h e y

a b s o l u t e l y  sf.ay  o n  e s t a b l i s h e d  t r a i l s  o r  jeeping

r o a d s , a n d  I  h a v e never  seen  a n y o n e  take  o u t

a c r o s s  v i r g i n  desert.,  d e s t r o y i n g  h a b i t a t ,

wildljfr  or-  t h e  p l a n t s  t h e r e o n .

T h i s  g r o u p  a n d  a n y  g r o u p  I h a v e  s e e n

o u t  t h e r e  p i c k  up, n o t  o n l y  a f t e r  t.hemsclves, b II t

a n y  d e b r i s  a l w a y s  g e t s  t r u c k e d  b a c k e d  i n  garbage

haulers  lo  the  city. There  i s  noth.ing  l e f t

b e h i n d  i n  a n y  w a y . E v e r y t h i n g  i s  d e p o s i t e d  b y

gro\,ps  u s i n g  the  o f f  r o a d . A n y  p l a n  t.hat  w o u l d

r e s t r i c t  4-wheel  drive  v e h i c l e s  w o u l d  s e v e r e l y

hamper  or r e s t r i c t  senior  cjtjzens  a n d  m a n y

o t h e r s  from s e e i n g  a n d  e n j o y i n g  <our  heautiful

Arj  zona  outback  a r e a .

I  w o u l d  s t r o n g l y  r e q u e s t  a n d  urge  t h a t

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  h e  g i v e n  t o  the  d i f f e r e n c e  hetwasn

p e r h a p s  the  t h r e e  a n d  I - w h e e l  d r i v e  H o n d a

m o t o r c y c l e - t y p e  v e h i c l e s  a s  o p p o s e d  t o  y o u r  .laep

a n d  t h e  J e e p  C h e r o k e e  a n d  Broncos  a n d  so  forth

t y p e  v e h i c l e s , b e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s  n d i f f e r e n c e

w h e r e  t h e  t w o  t y p e s  o f  v e h i c l e s  c a n  g o  a n d  somca

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  a g e  a n d  t y p e  of the  o p e r a t o r s .

Yoh  c o m m o n l y  s e e  w e  h a v e  p e o p l e  s p e n d i n g  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0

a n d  $ 2 5 , 0 0 0  tar  t h e i r  v e h i c l e s . A n d  I  d o n ’ t

t h i n k  t h e y  entend  t o  t e a r  u p  t h a t  v e h i c l e . s o

t h e r e  i s  t r a i n i n g  i n  a c c e s s i n g  t h e i r

e n v i r o n m e n t s .

T h e r e f o r e , I  w o u l d  respecPuJJy  Tequest

t h a t  n o  p l a n  b e  a d o p t e d  w h i c h  w o u l d  advrrsely

a f f e c t  or h i n d e r  arccss  t o  o u t d o o r  a r e a s

p r e s e n t l y  o p e n  t o  J e e p - t y p e  v e h i c l e s .

T h a n k  y o u ,  very  m u c h .

MR. RAUER  : T h a n k  y o u ,  M r .  Garver.

I s  t h e r e  a n y o n e  w h o  h a s  n o t  y r t  s p o k e n

w h o  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  s p e a k  t o n i g h t ?

MR. TOWER : I  h a v e  o n e  m o r e .

MS. FARREL: A s  M r .  Garver, I  j u s t  r e c e n t l y

b e c a m e  a w a r e  o f  the  meetjng,  as w e l l .

I ’ m  m a i n l y  h e r e  a s  a  reprosentat.ive  f o r

protection  o f  m u s t a n g s  a n d  b u r r o s  jn  t h e  L a k e



P l e a s a n t  a r e a ,  w h e r e w e  c u r r e n t l y  h a v e  a  b u r r o

herd. A n d  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  js  t h a t  t h e

a l t e r n a t i v e  w o u l d  like t o  decrease  t h e  h e r d  d o w n

t o  RO anjmals. W R  w o u l d  lj  k c -  t o  see  the h e r d

c o u n t  a t  1RO.

I ’ m  here t o  brjng  our p r e s e n t a t i o n  a n d

r e s p e c t f u l l y  h o p e  t h a t  you  would t.ake  t h a t  i n t o

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  slIpport  A l t e r n a t i v e  n.

M y  name  i s  Robin  Farrel. I  l i v e  a t

292ll  N o r t h  4 7 t h  Avenue in  Phoenjx.

M R . RAIJER  : Thank you, Robin.

I s  t h e r e  a n y o n e  e l s e  w h o  w o u l d  ljkc t o

s p e a k  t o n i g h t ?

MR. MIHILOII  : Y e s ,  sjr. I w o u l d  Jjke  t o

s a y  a  f e w  t h i n g s .

M R .  RAUER  : Please  come down.

MR. MIHILOIJ  : M y  n a m e  i s  Bill  Mihilou.  J

live  a t  1 2 7 7  S o u t h  P r o s p e c t o r ’ s  R o a d  i n  A p a c h e

J u n c t i o n ,  85219. I r e a l l y  w a s n ’ t  prrperrd  t o  s a y

anythjng  t o n i g h t . Again, I  r e a l l y  d i d n ’ t  s t u d y

t h e  p r o g r a m , but I do have a few things to say

a b o u t  c l o s i n g  l a n d s  t o  I - w h e e l  drjve  v e h i c l e s .

I ’ m  o p p o s e d  t o  t h a t . I  t h i n k  t h a t  o f t - r o a d

vehjcles, stlch  a s  J e e p s ,  e t  c e t e r a ,  ?t c e t e r a ,

eve”  ATCs, w e  h a v e  b e e n  g e t t i n g  a llit  o f  b a d

and

c a r

p u b l i c i t y ,  I  b e l i e v e .

T belong  t o  Mrsa  4 - w h e e l e r s ,  a n d  we  are

R f a m i l y - o r i e n t e d  g r o u p . And we go out and we

h a u l  o\lt  t r a s h  a n d  s t u f f  left  b y  o t h e r s . W C  grt

b a d  p u b l i c i t y  b e c a u s e  o f  the d a m a g e  d o n e ,  n o t

n e c e s s a r i l y  b y  a  p e r s o n  t h a t  h a s  a  4-wheel

d r i v e . S o m e  o f  the a r e a s  t h a t  h a v e  beer b o t t l e s

t.rash y o u  c a n  get t.hare  b y  a  m o t o r  s c o o t e r  or

A l s o , I  think  t h a t . , a l o n g  with  t h e  b a d

icity  i s  t h a t  y o u  “ever  - -

I ’ m  r e a l l y  u n p r e p a r e d  here, b u t  T  g e t .

k i n d  o f  e m o t i o n a l  o v e r  t h i s . I  have lived  h e r e

since 1 9 5 9  a n d  see”  the a r e a  g r o w . They have a

very  g o o d  f a c i l i t y , 4 - w h e e l  d r i v e  arti?a  here. T

hear t h e  area  i s  g o i n g  t o  b e  c l o s e d ,  a n d  I t h i n k

t h a t  i f  w e  art? g o i n g  t o  g e t  int.o  p u b l i c i t y  t.hr?rn

is a  r a n c h  area  - -  I a m  r e a l l y , T ’ n  k i n d  o f

unprepared. T h i s  a r e a  h a s  been  c l o s e d  t o

o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e  USC  f o r  m a n y ,  m a n y  y e a r s  a n d

t h o s e  OC y o u  b a c k  i n  t h e r e k n o w  w h a t  ,I b e a u t i f u l

area i t  js. I f  y o u  c a n  g o  b a c k  there i t ’ s

c o m p l e t e d  d e s t r o y e d  o n  t h e  l o f t - h a n d  s i d e  n o t  b y

o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e  u s e , b u t  we are  t a l k i n g  a b o u t

b a c k p a c k e r s  a n d  e q u e s t r i a n  u s e .



T h e  p o i n t  I ’ m  m a k i n g  i s  I  t h i n k  t h a t  w e

d e s e r v e  a  right t o  b e  t r i e d  b e f o r e  w e  are

c o n v i c t e d . A n d  I  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  w a y  t h i n g s  a r e ,

we have to prove  ourse lves . A n d  t.he w a y  it  is,

w e  are  g u i l t y  b e f o r e  g i v e n  a  c h a n c e .

T h a t ’ s  a l l  I  h a v e  g o t  t o  s a y . Thank

you.

M R . RAllER  : T h a n k  y o u ,  sir.

I s  t h e r e  a n y o n e  e l s e  w h o  w o u l d  l i k e  t o

s p e a k  tonjght?

M R . R O S S :  Y e s ,  s i r .

My name is  Tjm Ross. I  live  a t  4 0 3 1

E a s t  L u d l o w  D r i v e  i n  P h o e n i x ,  R5032, a n d  J’m  t h e

p r e s i d e n t  o f  A r i z o n a  S t a t e  Assocjatjon  o f  I-Wheel

drive  c l u b s . As Mr. Drake has  spoken before  me,

wjth  hjs  e f f o r t s  - -  a s  Daryl  D r a k e  h a s  s p o k e n

b e f o r e , w i t h  h i s  e f f o r t s  a n d  t h e  e f f o r t s  OE t h e

A r i z o n a  S t a t e  Assocjation, t h e  q-wheel I)rjv‘e

Clubs, w e  h a v e  w o r k e d  d i l i g e n t l y  i n  c o m i n g  u p

w i t h  a n  o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e  p l a n  a n d  h a s  said  w h e n

t h i s  b i l l  i s  p a s s e d  - -

A n d  w e  h a v e  n o  d o u b t  t h a t  j t wjl  I.

- -  t h a t  i t  w i l l  p r o v i d e  b o t h  m o n e y  f o r

p o l i c i n g  a r e a s ; it  will  a l s o  p r o v i d e  m o n e y  f o r

e d u c a t i o n . I  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i s  w h e r e  t h e  m a j o r

p r o b l e m  t h a t  we h a v e  t o d a y  i s  w i t h  p u b l i c  l a n d

USC  js  jf w e  c a n  g e t  o u t  into  t h e  h i g h  s c h o o l s

a n d  o t h e r  p u b l i c  a r e a s  a n d  p u t  o n  a n  e d u c a t i o n

p r o g r a m  t h a t  will s h o w  p e o p l e  t h a t  t h e y  c a n ’ t

d e s t r o y  t h e  d e s e r t  a n d  t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  i t  d o e s  t o

t h e  d e s e r t , W C  c a n  lick t h e  p r o b l e m . A n d  closjng

l a n d s  off  t o  a l l  u s e  i s  n o t  t h e  a n s w e r .

AlSO, I  am a  member  o f  the Phoenix

4 - w h e e l e r s , a n d  w e  h a v e  been  t o l d  v a r i o u s

s t o r i e s . And right now, I  d o n ’ t  k n o w  which  s t o r y

t o  b e l i e v e , b u t  I  t h i n k  t h a t  p e r s o n a l l y  I  a m  i n

f a v o r  o f  Alt,ernative  A . I  don ’ t .  want  t o  see  any

m o r e  l a n d s  t a k e n  a w a y  f r o m  t h e  p u b l i c  a n d  t u r n e d

o v e r  t o  d e v e l o p e r s . T h e  r e a s o n  t h a t  WP  h a v e  s o m e

l a n d  b e i n g  d e s t r o y e d  i s  b e c a u s e ?  t h a t  p e o p l e  d o n ’ t

h a v e  a  p l a c e  t o  g o  t o  u s e  l e n d s . Tf  w e  t u r n

e v e r y t h i n g  f r o m  I - 1 7  t o  W i c k s n b u r g  i n t o  o n e  l a r g e

c i t y , t h e  o n l y  thing  t.hat’s  going t o  d o  js  move

a n y  p o t e n t i a l  d a m a g e  o u t  f u r t h e r  a n d  f u r t h e r  a n d

cause  more  problems.

W e  n e e d  t o  have  e d u c a t i o n  s o  t h a t  w e

c a n  s t o p  t h i s  kind o f  t h i n g ,  a n d  closjng  t h e

l a n d s  i s  n o t  g o i n g  t o  d o  t h a t . Thank you.

M R . HALIRR: T h a n k  y o u ,  sjr.

Is there anyone else who would 1 ikn to



is
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s p e a k  t o n i g h t ?

MR. GREEN1.Y: M y  n a m e  R i l l  Grernly.  1

w o u l d  to a d d r e s s  t h i s  c o m m i t t e e  i n  referonce  t o

the  Lake  P l e a s a n t  area  with  w i l d  b u r r o s .

A l t e r n a t i v e  R  i s  a  g o o d  p l a n . I  would  l i k e  t o

s e e  the  herd  o f  80 b u r r o s  i n c r e a s e d  t o  1 3 0 , 1 2 0 .

The  burros  out  t h e r e  are  t.ho  l a s t  o f  the  b r e e d  i n

t h i s  area  f r o m  our  a n c i e n t  heritage  o f  t h e  w i l d

w e s t . Tt t h e s e  b u r r o s  are  removed  f r o m  t h e  Lake

P l e a s a n t  g r a z i n g  area, our  h e r i t a g e  will  be  g o i n g

d o w n  w i t h  i t . T believe  t-hat  if  t h e  b u r r o s  are

r e m o v e d , jt’s  j u s t  o n e  rnort2 s t e p  t o  e x t i n c t i o n  o f

a n y  t.ype of w i l d  a n i m a l s we h a v e  uut  h a r e .  I t

w i l l  b e  the  bllrros, t h e ” , t h e  b i g h o r n  s h e e p ,  t h e

d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e ,  y o u  k n o w , rat.tlesnakcs  n e x t .

J u s t  keepjng  t h e  h e r d  a t  J>O, J 30 wou1.d  be a

g r o a t  s t a r t . Tf n o t , Altt?rnative  B  w i t h  t h r  80

w o u l d  b e  f i n e . T h a n k  y o u .

MR. RAIJER  : T h a n k  y o u .

A r t , d i d  WP  h a v e  a n o t h e r  speaker

there?

I s  t h e r e  anyone  else  this  e v e n i n g  t h a t

w o u l d  l i k e  t o  s p e a k ? I n  that~  c a s e ,  J  w o u l d  l i k e

t o  t h a n k  y o u  a l l  f o r  coming  o u t  a n d  f o r  youl-

comments  a n d  a n y  w r i t t e n  s u b m i s s i o n s  w i l l  b e

l i v e n  f u l l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .

VOICE: T h e  r e c o r d ,  s i r , w o u l d  you  m i n d  a

-epeat.ing  y o u r  a d d r e s s  f o r -  the  wrjt.tr?n  comments?

MR. RAIIER  : I t  ‘S  i n  the  b o o k ,  yes,  insid,,

chs  f r o n t  c o v e s .

VOJCT:  : Fj n e , t h a n k  y o u . I ’ m  s o r r y .

MR. RAIIER  : T h e  s t a f f  w i l l  r e m a i n  a r o u n d  t o

answer  a n y  detailed  questjons  y o u  m i g h t  have  t h i s

evening.

A n d  w i t h  t h a t , I  c a l l  this  hearing

zlosnd.

( T h e  h e a r i n g  was  c l o s e d  at  A:00  p . m . )
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C E R T I F I C A T E

RE IT REMEMRERED,  that heretofore, on the

!5th day of February, at the time and plnc~.

Iforesaid, the foregojng  proceedings  WPI'C

rtenographically  recorded by me and thereafter

transcrj bed, either by me or under my djrectjon,

into the Eoregoing  pages of printed mett~el-, a-nil

that the same contain a full, true and accurate

transcription oE said proceedings, all to the

best of my skjll  and abiljty.

DATED at Phoenix, Arizona, this 6t.h day OE

larch, 19RA.

.x-s, /?II+zz,.Y&

Court Reporter



BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT PUBLIC

HEARING HELD AT THE TUCSON CONVENTION

CENTER, THE COCONINO ROOM, 260 SOUTH

CHURCH AVENUE, TUCSON, ARIZONA, ON THE

23RD DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1988, COMMENCING

AT THE HOUR OF 7:00 P.M.

MR. RAY A. BRADY, Hearing Officer

MR. TIM L. SANDERS, Land Use Planner

MR. HENRY BISSON, District Manager

MR. ARTHUR TOWER, Area Manager

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

P R O C E E D I N G S

MR. SANDERS: My name is Tim Sanders. ~'rn  what

they call the team leader to put together this Phoenix

Resource Management Plan, which we are here tonight to

discuss.

I assume everybody has a copy of the document.

If you do not, we've got copies out in the front where you

came in. You're welcome to pick one up.

In the Resource Management Planning Process, we

have a 90-day  public comment period on our environmental

impact statement. And we are in that comment period right

now and it runs until April 29th.

Also in that 90-day  period, we have a formal

public hearing where we are -- where we come and listen to

whatever comments the public has about the Resource

Management Plan that we're putting together for the Phoenix

resource area.

Tonight we are having such a hearing. And as

such, we do not really plan to make any presentation. We'  re

here to listen to the comments that you have as members of

the public, and we have a court reporter here who will record

those comments.

After the hearing when we open and listen to

people's comments and then close the hearing, we plan to have
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a question and answer period. Or when that ends, we'll have

all the representatives present who will talk to any of you

individually who would like to talk about any of the concerns

01 issues, you would like to talk about concerning the

Resource Management Plan.

Ray Brady is the Bureau of Land Management

Safford  District Manager. And he "as selected to be the

Hearing Officer tonight. SO as such, r'm going to turn the

meeting over to Ray and let him pretty much run the meeting.

He will call on whoever wishes to speak. YOU can

either raise your right hand or else give us your name,

whatever you prefer to do. And we'll run through the hearing

and we'll have a question and answer period.

MR. BRADY: Thank you very much. Can you hear

me there?

As Tim said, I'm Ray Brady, the District Manager

with the Safford District, Bureau of Land Management, here in

Arizona.

I "es appointed by the Ar i zona S tate  D i rector  of

the BLM to conduct this public hearing this evening under the

authority of the Secretary of Interior. This hearing tonight

is concerning the Draft Resource Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement for ELM, Phoenix resource

area.

Most of you have probably signed in as you came

3

here this evening. If you've not done so, I would encourage

you to sign the sign-in sheet a6 you leave 60 that we have a

complete written record of tonight's attendance here in

Tucson.

If you plan to make a statement this evening, I

hope that you checked the appropriate box on the sign-in

sheet . If you haven't, we've only got a few people here so

just raise your hands and we'll make cure you have an

opportunity to speak this evening.

This hearing is being recorded by a court

reporter who will prepare a verbatim transcript of everything

that is said this evening. If you wish to obtain a personal

copy of the transcript, you should make your own arrangements

w i t h  t h e  c o u r t  r e p o r t e r . And Olivia is the reporter here

this evening and she is seated down in front of me.

Other BLM representatives are here this evening

that I would like to introduce. First is Henry Bisson

(phonetic), he is the D is t r ic t  Manager  for the Phoenix

District Manager's Office. And Arthur Taylor, who is the

Area Manager for the Phoenix Resource area, and Tim Sanders

has introduced himself. He is the team leader for this

specific planning effort.

I'd like to say a few words about the Phoenix

ResOUrCe  Management Plan we will be discussing this evening

and hearing your comments on. The Draft Resource Management
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Plan identifies four alternatives for managing some 911,000

acres of public land in the BLM Phoenix Resource Area. The

land in question lies in eight counties in Arizona, very

large areas encompassing counties of Apache, Navajo, Yavapi,

Maricopa, Pinal, Pima, Gila and Santa Cruz.

The draft plan identifies as one of these

alternatives a BLM preferred alternative. This alternative

is BLM's preferred long-range plan for the area. The plan

discusses such things as land exchanges, utility corridors,

communication sites, special management areas and the

designation of areas of critical environmental concern.

In addition, the plan identifies a long-range

program for managing the planning areas for recreation

LCSO"l-CeS.

Along the side of the room here this evening we

have several maps that show BLM's preferred plan. And at the

end of this hearing, several of the BLM representatives here

in attendance this evening will be available to answer some

of your more  specific questions from these maps, if you'd

like to come up after the hearing.

Tim briefly mentioned where we are in the

planning process, but I'd like to expand upon that a little

bit. The procedure that's going to be used tonight -- this

hearing is not a debate or a trial or a controversial

question and answer type session. It's an advisory hearing

only and all interested persons may make statements, either

written or oral that are pertinent to the Phoenix Res~ufce

Management Plan.

There will be no cross examination of the people

making presentations. You m a y  r e q u e s t  that - -  m e m b e r s  of the

audience may request that certain items be clarified more.

And if someone would like to have a statement clarified, if

they could address that to me and then I could address that

back to the speaker this evening.

I would first call upon any elected governmental

officials that may be here this evening, and then we'll open

the floor up for other speakers that may be present. I'd

like to limit the speaking time to about ten minutes and I

don't think that should create any problems this evening with

the limited number of people that are here.

You may submit further written comments, if you'd

like to, after your verbal comments this evening. And any

written statements submitted will also be included in the

transcript and will be considered on the same basis as any

o r a l  c o m m e n t s .

The period of time for submitting written

comments is through April 29th. And any comments received up

to that point in time will be included in the hearing record.

The address for sending any further written comments is

provided in the front cover of the plan and EIS that you

6
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picked up in the front corridor.

This hearing tonight is being conducted during

the 90-day public comment period on the draft plan. A

hearing is also scheduled in Phoenix on Thursday evening of

this week, February 25th. After the comment period closes on

April 29th. all the comments will be reviewed by the planning

team and a final plan will be prepared for the Phoenix

Resource Management Plan. It is expected that in September,

a final Environmental Impact Statement will be issued that

includes BLM's final proposed Resource Management Plan.

And 30 days after that final EIS is issued, the

proposed plan can then be implemented.

With that introductory statement, I'd like to now

open up this evening's hearing for formal statements by

members of the public. I'd first like to see if there's any

elected official, either representative of a Congressional

representative or someone from the State.

Do we have anybody -- any parties here?

Okay. Seeing none, do we have a list of names

from the sign-in sheet?

MR. SANDERS: Nobody signed in to speak, but if

you'd like to, you're welcome to just raise your hand and

speak up.

MR. BRADY: DO we have any parties that would

like to speak this evening?

7

A mad rush to the microphone. You in the red

hat, you could go ahead to the microphone and state your name

and affiliation, if you're not representing yourself, for the

record.

STU BENGSON: My name is Stu Bengson. I live in

Tucson and tonight I'll be representing the Arizona Mining

Association, for lack of a different hat to wear tonight.

Looking through this draft, EIS, here there's a

couple of concerns that I think that we're going to have.

HOWeVer, I really haven't had time to study the entire

document thoroughly yet. So some of my comments may be out

of place.

But one of the concerns that we have, that I

would think that we would have, would be this acquisition of

over 119,000 acres of private land that you propose in your

Preferred Alternative B. And I'm not sure exactly what you

had in mind there, where these lands are, how you would

acquire them. Is this part of the Empire Ranch exchange or

is that, you know, Empire Ranch proposal a separate process

not covered in this EIS? That would be one question I would

have to start off with.

or --

Can anybody answer that at this point quickly?

MR. BRADY: Mr. Sanders?

MR. SANDERS: I can probably clarify that.

8



MR. BENGSON: Okay.

MR. SANDERS: Our intent is we have areas

identified that encompass private land where we will look et

acquiring those lands. It's really dependent on the land

owner coming to us and saying, "Yes, we would like to enter

into some kind of trade with BLM," rather than us going to

them and seeking to acquire their lands.

All we've done is identified a large ares where

we're going to look at acquisition. But we would like the

land owners  essentially to come to us  to start that process.

MR. BENGSON: DO you have any specific location

OK area, in general, like are you looking mostly around

New Waddell  Dam and some of that  country there or  around the

Empire Cienega property 01 what?

MR. SANDERS: The Empire Cienega is not lined in

that 119,000 acres. Those private lands that are identified

are in areas where we've identified resource conservation

areas that we're looking at acquiring Federal OT State.

And whatever private lands we cs".

MR. BENGSON: So those private acquisitions the"

would be mostly centered around these RCA's that you proposed

in Alternative B?

MR. SANDERS: That's right. Yes.

MR. BENGSON: Another question I had, and like I

say just really quickly going through this thing, in your

9

preferred alternative you expect a 50 percent reduction in

mining notices and 75 percent reduction in, I presume MPO

means Mining Plan of Operation?

MR. BRADY: Yet?.

MR. BENGSON: Can you just briefly maybe explain

that a little hit, how you figure your going to reduce mining

but you're still going to allow it?

MR. SANDERS: we11 --

MR. BENGSON: You know, provide for exploration

and development of mineral resources?

MR. SANDERS: I think I would probably prefer to

deal with that ss a question when we do the final impact

statement . That's a good question.

MR. BENGSON: The other thing <hat c""cer"s  me,

also, is in particular is one of the RCA areas that you're

dealing with here, White Canyon in particular. I hope you

realize it's in a heavily mineralized area and the Arizona

Mining Association is now in the process of developing a

complete report on that afea in regard to the proposed

wilderness that's been suggested for that area.

And I just hope that you realize that that is a

highly mineralized srea , whatever management plan you c"me up

with should account for future mineral development of that

particular land there.

That's about all I've got to say for now.
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MR. BRADY: Okay. Thank you, St".

Are there any other individuals that would like

to make some oral statements this evening?

If you could state your name, please, and

affiliation if you're not representing yourself?

MR. GAMBELL: My name is Neil Gambell. 1'm here

representing the company I work for, ASARCO. I live and work

in the White Canyon resource conservation area that you've

outlined in here. I'll make just a brief -- a few brief

comments. We will be submitting written comments before the

deadline.

I refer you to a table on Page 2-l -- or Table 2-

1 on Page 23, where you talk about the acreage in the White

Canyon resource conservation area. All that breaks down to

the fact that 53.1 percent of that land the Federal

government doesn't own. And I find it kind of hard to

believe that they're actually going to go out and acquire

this land and be able to do anything with it from a

management standpoint.

You can see how checkerboard that White Canyon

map is up there just to the right of -- OI to your left.

It's not an easy thing to do to manage that.

We operate a large open-pit mine on mostly -- on

private land and there you recognize the mineral potential of

the Copper Butte area.

1 1

The fact that there are mines and will

undoubtedly be other mines in the area. The designation of

both under Alternative B and C of the area of critical

environmental concern.

And the Copper Butte Mineral District or area

would close off roads at the ACEC boundary which we built

the old days and still use to access our mining claims.

And the White Canyon and Walnut Canyon areas,

they close those roads off the Gila River runs across the

southern boundary of that White Canyon conservation area,

in

if

there's no way to get across  that river to get in there to do

our assessment work. It would really hinder US.

I have some questions in the area you outlined in

orange on that map is all power site withdrawals and Butte

Dam withdrawals. It's my understanding that the Bureau of

ReclamatiOn  is going to go ahead and build the Butte Dam in

t h e r e . And I guess the land in there would come under their

administration.

You've outlined it in this study for management

of repairion habitat and other ideas. I don't know what you

propose to do with the -- with the fact of Butte's Dam being

built on the Gild River between north and south Butte in that

resource conservation area.

At this time that's all I have to say about the

report. I may ask some questions when we get into the

1 2
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question and answer period.

Thank you.

MR. BRADY: Thank you, Mr. Gambell.

Yes, sir. If you can state your name?

MR. MONAHAN: Tom Monahan, Pima County Parks L

Recreation Department analyst.

We wish to support your resource  management plan

foe everything you're doing to us as Pima County. And

acquiring the Tortolita Mountains and securing the Waterman

MOUntains, Silverbell area, Baboquivari and what you've done

in the past on Tucson Mountain Park and all the district and

neighborhood parks that you've helped us secure in Pima

county. And we wish the best of luck on your resource

management plan. Thank you very much.

MR. BRADY: Thank you, Mr. Monahan. Any other

individuals?

one last call? Well, if there are no other

individuals, I'd like to make some statements this evening.

MR. SANDERS: Did you want to speak, sir, in the

blue shirt?

SPEAKER: NO.

MR. SANDERS: You looked like you were getting

ready to --

SPEAKER: No.

MR. BRADY: I would like to thank the

1 3

individuals that did show up this evening for coming out and

showing your interest in public land management issues.

Your comments and written submissions in the

future will be given full consideration in preparation of the

final EIS and planning development.

As I stated previously, the record will be open

through April 29th for any additional comments that you'd

like to make. And I welcome you to use that opportunity to

submit any further comments, if you have them.

So closing that, I want to thank you again for

showing up this evening. We will be available here now to

work directly with you one on one for some more questions and

answers if you'd like to.

(Whereupon the hearing was concluded.)
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STATE OF ARIZONA

COUNTY OF PIMA )

I, OLIVIA ARMENTA (nee AYALA) a Notary Public in

and for the State of Arizona, County of Pima, do hereby

certify:

THAT this is a true and accurate record of the

proceedings taken at a Hearing held on February 23rd, 1988,

before RAY A. BRADY, Hearing Officer, as stenographically

recorded by me and transcribed under my direction.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand

this 3rd day of March, 1988.



PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS

Letter No. Name Letter No. Name

6
7
8
9

10
1 1

12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29

30 ASARCO Ray Unit
31 Pima County Open Space Committee
32 Sierra Club, Palo Verde Group
33 U.S.D.I., National Park Service, Western

34
35
36
37
38

39
40

41

42 Arizona Cattle Growers Association
43 Zinn, David

Annandale, John
Santa Fe Railroad Company
Ranney, Wayne
Sun City Hikers
International Society for Protection of

Mustangs and Burros, Arizona Chapter
Maricopa Water District
Davis, Hiram
Leonard, Sandra
Friends of the Hyroglyphic Mountains
U.S. Bureau of Mines
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona Projects

Office
Jensen, Eugene
Miller, Charley
Peleck, Walter and Dorothy
Defenders of Wildlife, SW Office
Arizona State Clearinghouse
Maricopa County Dept. of Planning and

Development
The Desert Tortoise Council
El Paso Natural Gas Company
Pamperin, J.
Notestine, Jim
The Arizona Nature Conservancy
U.S. Department of the Air Force
National Parks and Conservation Association
Prescott Audubon Society - Conservation

Committee
Bell, Seltzer, Park and Gibson
Walton, Christy
Sullivan, Robert D.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological

Services

Region
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Sierra Club, Rincon Group
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter
McKinley County Wildlife Federation
U.S.D.I., Bureau of Reclamation, Regional

Office
Arizona Mining Association
U.S.D.I., National Park Service, Petrified

Forest N.P.
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter, Rincon

Group

44

45

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX, California
U.S.D.A., Prescott National Forest

PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS - GROUPED

Letter No.

INDIVIDUALS
Name

1 Annandale, John
26 Bell, Seltzer, Park and Gibson

7 Davis, Hiram
1 2 Jensen, Eugene
8 Leonard, Sandra

13 Miller, Charley
2 1 Notestine, Jim
20 Pamperin, J.
1 4 Peleck, Walter and Dorothy
3 Ranney, Wayne

28 Sullivan, Robert D.
27 Walton, Christy
43 Zinn, David

GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS
Letter  No .  Name

42 Arizona Cattle Growers Association
39 Arizona Mining Association
15 Defenders of Wildlife, SW Office
9 Friends of Hyroglyphic Mountains
5 International Society for Protection of

6
37
24
25
4 1

32
35
4

22
18
36

Mustangs and Burros, Arizona Chapter
Maricopa Water District
McKinley County Wildlife Federation
National Parks and Conservation Association
Prescott Audubon Conservation Committee
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter, Rincon

Group
Sierra Club, Palo Verde Group
Sierra Club, Rincon Group
Sun City Hikers
The Arizona Nature Conservancy
The Desert Tortoise Council
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter

130



PUBLIC COMMENTS

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND AFFILIATES

LOCAL

Letter No.

17

3 1

STATE

3 4
1 6

FEDERAL

Letter No.

1 0
11

Name

Maricopa County Dept. of Planning and
Development

Pima County Open Space Committee

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona State Clearinghouse

Name

U.S. Bureau of Mines
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona Projects

Office

23
45
38

40

33

44

29

Letter No.

30
1 9
2

U.S. Department of the  Air Force
U.S.D.A., Prescott National Forest
U.S.D.I., Bureau of Reclamation, Regional

Office
U.S.D.I., National Park Service, Petrified

Forest N.P.
U.S.D.I., National Park Service, Western

Region
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region

IX, California
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological

Services

CORPORATIONS
Name

ASARCO Ray Unit
El Paso Natural Gas Company
Santa Fe Railroad Company
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l - l . The rationale for the BLM’s  Phoenix District land

exchange program is stated on page 5 of the draft
RMP/EIS  under Issue 1: Land Tenure Adjustment. By
using its land exchange authority, the BLM would work
to consolidate public land holdings into more
manageable blocks, provide greater expanses of public
open space and protect rare or unique resources.

l - 2 . Chapter Four of the draft RMP/EIS  analyzes the impacts
of implementing four alternatives.

1-3 . Economic determinations were made by the
interdisciplinary planning team which determined that
by concentrating management within larger blocks of
public land, more efficient use would be made of
available funds.

1-4 . The Federal Land Policv  and Manaaement Act (FLPMA)  of
1976 (Public Law 94-579) provides the authority and
guidance for using land exchanges to serve the
national interest. Public comment has also been
solicited from the beginning of this planning effort.
Please refer to Chapter 5 for a summary of the public
input during the development of this plan.



2
Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company
6200 Uptown Blvd  NE Suite  400
Box 27019
Albuquerque New Mexico 87125
505/881-3050

February 9. 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Art:

This letter is in response to your request for comments to the
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and EIS,  dated December 1987. As
you are aware, the BLM and Santa Fe Pacific are working on an exchange of
mineral interests through which the Federal Government will acquire  Santa
Fe Pacific's mineral estate beneath the Navajo relocation ranches in Apache
County. Santa Fe Pacific will acquire federal mineral estates offered by
the BLM in Apache, Navajo, and Coconino Counties. Santa Fe Pacific  believes
the Draft RMP and EIS should reflect these pending land tenure adjustments
in the discussions on "Land Uses." Thank you for the opportunity to
comment.

Z - l . The draft  RMP/EIS  discusses possibil it ies for future
land tenure adjustments under various alternatives.

2
The BLM-Santa Fe Pacific mineral estate exchange is z
proceeding under the authority of current management
plans. Current planning will remain in force until

g

the new RMP is approved and implementation begins.
z

F?
2



February 12, 1988

Wayne Ranney
8234  1.  A s p e n  #5
Flagstaff,  A Z  86001

Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Mr. Tower t

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your Draft EIS  for the
Phoenix Resource Area, December, 1987. I am an active user of these
lands and very interested in how they are managed  in the future.

I am very much in favor of consolidation of holdings between the
state,  the feds,  and private parties . Management  of these respective
areas  with be enhanced if  ownership blocks are consolidated. You are
to be commended for this initiative.

? I

I have some  very specific comments which I hope you will take into
3 - 1  consideration. To determine future management policy based on a

slmple two alternative (essentially)  method is  unreasonable.  I
would like to see the best of  Alternatives B  and C incorporated into
a management policy. Specifically, I like your proposed  Alternative
B with the following  additions of Alternative Crl)The  boundaries of
the RCA’s should be those from Alternative C because that maximizes
the area of federal protection. If  you can identify those areas as

3-2 being  part of  a manageable  unit, why not include that additional
acreage  into  the RCA? I strongly  encourage y ou to use the Alternative
C boundaries. Please include the Picacho Mountains in with this.
Other lands not within the Alternative C boundaries can be used for
disposal  and sale . 2). Perry Mesa/Larry Canyon should be a priority
ACEC in its  entlrity of  19,760 acres. ‘This  area is a fantastic
recreational jewel and would be a great  aspect of the Black Canyon
RCA. Please elve the Perry Mesa/Larry  Canyon ACEC your every consld-
eration  for inclusion as  a  BLM  protected resource. I have wandered
around up there and it  is deflnately worth it! ! ! ! ! 3). I approve of
your selection for the rest of the ACEC’s. Thank you for lncluding
them. I hope you will  give  every consideration to my suggested
additions to your Alternative B. My views represent a well-thought
out vision towards how these lands will  be util ized in the future.

Thank you for this opportunity.

3 - l . The decision to select a final Resource Management
Plan results from a complex process summarized in
Chapter 1. The process involves extensive
intergovernmental and public review of  a thorough
analysis by BLM specialists and managers of a range of
reasonable alternatives.

3-2 . After consideration of public comment, the resource
values present and expected availabil ity of  nonfederal
land for acquisition, BLM feels the RCA boundaries
proposed in this document  encompass the most feasible
management units.
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SUN CITY HIKERS
Sun City, Arizona

E

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land  Management
2015 Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona, 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

We have reviewed the Draft of the Phoenix Resource Managment Plan and
Environmental Impact Statment. Our  comments  are set forth in the
following paragraphs.

We generally endorse the levels of management  which have been
considered,EXCEPT FOR  THE URBAN  AREAS, and agree that Alternative  B is
the best management choice. We do not agree with the conclusions that a
Wilderness area should not be established in the Hells Canyon area--but
also reccgnize  that this is an independent issue. Presumably,
Alternative B can accomnodate  Wilderness areas if they are established by
the Congress.

The administrative procedures followed by the Bureau in its study
process have had sane unfortunate consequences insofar as the NW portion
of the Valley of the Sun is concerned. This deficiency is of sufficient
importance to justify a major addition to the final draft of the

4-I  Management Plan and Impact Statement. Specifically, the Report should
consolidate all recomme ndations for BL M  lands that have open space
potential for the NW Valley, i.e.,Lake  Pleasant , Hassayampa Canyon,
Sierra Estrella, North and South Maricopa  Mountains and Butterfield
Trail Memorial.  We suggest that this be incorporated as an annex.

We believe that the Lake Pleasant Resource Conservation  Area should be
expanded to include approximately 12 square miles of additional land
south of State Road 74 and west of the Agua  Fria. Such an expansion
would recognize the land use classification adopted by the Maricopa

4-2 County Planning Commission, and the recreation opportunities in the
Saddleback Mountain/ Paddleford Wash area. Expansion of the area would
recoqnize  the long term demand for open  space that will accompany the
projected population growth of the NW Valley. We are not prepared to
offer specific boundaries at this time, and believe that some  further
examination of the area would be necessary.

4 - l . Each resource area within the Phoenix District has or
will be preparing a Resource Management Plan for
public land under its administration. As discussed in
Chapter 1, this RMP focuses on resolving six key
planning issues in the Phoenix Resource Area. Any
significant inconsistencies between the final plan and
plans of other BLM Resource Areas will be resolved
before the plan is implemented.

4-2. The proposed RMP identifies sections 25, 26 and the
Saddleback Mountain portion of section 35 in Township
6 North, Range 1 West south of Arizona Highway 74 for
inclusion in the Lake Pleasant RCA.

Refer also to response 17-1.



4-3

Althought we endorse Alternative B for management of the Lake ‘Pleasant
area (with inclusion of the Hassayampa Canyon area), we think that the
Bureau has been short sighted in its evaluation of how this area will
fulfill open  space needs for the projected population growth of the
Northwest Valley. We recommen d that the potential need be recognized  and
that  provisions be made for a study committee which could produce more
specific recamwdat~ons  within the next two  years. This recommendation
carries with it the acknowledgment that land trades and/or purchases
may be necessary for the area to reach its full potential as a premier
open-space area for the NW  Valley. We are not concerned with definitions
for solitude--a relative term applied in a different way in a major
m&row1  i t.an  are.3  1

?ast theIn substance, we believe that the Bureau should develop at l#
framework for a major :o&door  retreat :ion  area”  which would have many  of
the characteristics of the National Recreation Areas &$~i%~;edby  ihe

E,In  addition, the TaPa  Plpnqant  are?National Park servic_.. -,._  __-_ 3  contains  Some
esert  which justify some form of
would also recognize  that the
t has a different meaning when

ot  tne prims renmants  of the Sonoran D
special classification. This proposal
mnmpt  of multiple resource managemen
applied in an exploding metropolitan area.

We want to again emphasize the need to consolidate the ELM
recumvzndations  for the Hassavamoa  River. and to avoid a fragmented
rranagment  approach. Desert streets  are-such  a-;ital  part of the fraqile
desert ecosystem that we should make a determined effort to protect both
the stream and the associated riparian  zones. Water quality monitoring.
both biolcqical  and chemical, --~should also be an important aspect of
“riparian”  management, especially in an area with multiple resource
management.

We have a few other minor cunnents  on the draft. These are tabulated in
an attachment to this letter.

We appreciate the opportunity to cMnent  on these reports.

4-3. The need for open space  recreat ion  opportuni t ies  for
residents  of the Phoenix  metropolitan  area,
particularly  for citizens  of the northwest  valley,  is
recognized  by  the BLM. To  advance  this  goal,  the RMP

is
proposes  to establish  the Lake  Pleasant  Resource

C-J

Conservation  Area,  the Black  Canyon Resource
Conservation  Area,  the Hells  Canyon Recreation

g

Management  Area and  the Hassayampa  River Riparian $
Management  Area. The  BLM  would retain  all  public  land
in these  areas  and  pursue  the acquisition  of state

g

land through  the BLM-state  of Arizona  exchange
program. Private  land may  also  be acquired  if the
exchange  is initiated  by  the private  owners,

Sincerely

Fag&a Jensen, ‘+. E
Chairman, Open Space Planning



PHOENIX RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN A?D  ENVIRONMENTAL. IMPACT STATEMENT.
Specific ccimnents  by Sun City Hikers.

4-41 Page  18. The report  doss  not  ident i fy  f loodplains .  Are  there  any
floodplains and what are their p6tentials  for recreational use.

Page 20. ‘Ihe  statement is made that BU4  does not anticipate land
purchases to blak-up ownership. I t  would  be  bet ter  to  ident i fy  the
XC?%3 that would need to be acquired for best management practices--and
leave  the  f inancia l  quest ions  to  the  budget  process .  EventuallyI  i t
might be quite  desirable to purchase scxne  areas to block out units,
especially in the urban areas.

4-51
Page 23. It is difficult to identify those areas that might
be considered for disposal under the exchange program.

I

Page 24. The treatment of munication  sites is incomplete. It would
4-6

certainly not lx?  desirable to have the White Tanks converted into
another South Mountain! Scme  further discussion on the number and types
of facilities which would be accepted is needed.

Page  30. The SK4 for the Hassayampa  needs t’ be cross indexed to the
adjacent study area. A footnote which would demonstrate consistency of
management practice would be adequate.

I

Page 42. Recreational Management. ‘Ihe  section includes an
4-7 “it was determined” without any discussion of the basis  for  the

determination, or identification of those who made the determination.

Page 95. Speculat ing  on  the  pr ice  o f  copper  i s  probably  not  a n
essential element of the report. We can probably assume that copper
will continue to be an important industrial metal and that the price
will go up and down!

Page 121. Recreational use. The new road is west of Lake Pleasant.
Speculating on the future of Castle Hot Springs may  he as risky as
predicting the price of copper. Sane  discussion of the history of this
remarkable facility would be in order.

4-81 Page 128. Where is the lower Agua Fria Valley?

Page 144. The statement on ripdrian  management seems to be inconsistent
with the projected quality as shown in Table 4-3.

Page 169. Apparently the small cities and other interest groups in the
Northwest Valley did not receive copies of the Canbined Report. We
real ize  that  this  may be the  faul t  o f  l oca l  governmen ts and civic
organizations in not responding to correspondence from BIM.

4-4 . There are floodplains within the Phoenix RMP area.
Floodplain suitability for various uses including
recreation will  be determined when specific uses or
projects are proposed.

4-5 . Most public land outside the boundaries of the
proposed RCAs and CRMAs has been identified for
disposal . Some of the disposal land will be used to
satisfy the needs of local communities for recreation
and other public purpose land (see Maps 2-4 through
2-10, Appendix 1, and the land status map included
with the draft RMP/EIS).

4 -6 . Designation of the five communication sites involve
planned development through site plans prepared by the
BLM . These site-specif ic  plans would address the
number of buildings and types of equipment allowed on
each site. Also included would be environmental
assessments in compliance with NEPA. Designation of
these sites would also prevent the proliferation of
communication sites elsewhere.

4-7 . Determinations in the draft RMP/EIS  were made by the
interdisciplinary team identified on pages 167 and 168 z
of the draft RMP/EIS. n

3
4-8 . The lower Agua Fria Valley encompasses the Agua Fria s

River between Lake Pleasant and its confluence with
New River. g
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INTERNATIONAL SOClEn
FOR THE

PROTECTION OF MUSTANGS & BURROS

Mr.  Arthur Tower
ELM,  A r e a  M a n a g e r
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix,  Ar izona
85027

Dear Mr.  Tower:

February 23, 1988

I  have just  received the draf t  for  the  Phoenix  RMP/EIS  on Friday the 19th.
In reviewing it  in i ts entirety, I  would l ike to make comment in favor of
Alternat ive f3  with one recommendation. In regard to the Lake Pleasant  Burro
Herd,  our organizat ion would l ike to see the herd size increased from 80 to

5-1 minimum of  130 to  protect  the v iabi l i ty  of  the herd. Al though, to my knowledge,
there is  no current  data on burro herd viabi l i ty , there is data avai lable on horse
herd viabil ity. A horse herd must  have a minimum of  100 horses to prevent  in-
breeding and deter iorat ion of  the stock. I  am sure that research would show
the same f indings in  regard to burros.

We are  so p leased that  the  ELM has inc luded the burros in  thei r  RMP for  the
Phoenix area. Many members of  our  organizat ion enjoy r id ing and hik ing the
areas in search of seeing a wild burro.

I  am in process of  t ry ing to change a conf l ict ing evening appointment ,  so that
I  can attend the publ ic hearings on Thursday,  the 25th. I f  I  am unable,  I  would
like this letter to be read in my absence, as of f ic ia l  comments f rom our  organizat ion.
to  be entered into the record.

Thank you for  your at tent ion.

Sincerely yours,

5 - l . The request for a minimum burro herd of 130 animals is
excessive because of the other uses in the Lake
Pleasant area. The herd would be managed at 80
burros, the minimum base population needed for
maintaining viability according to ELM  Burro Program
Guidance l-83, changes 1 and 2.

K a r e n  A .  Sussman
President,  ISPMB
Arizona Chapter
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February 22, 1988

Mr.Artnur  E. Tower
Pnoenix Resource fired  Manager
bureau  of Land Manayement
2015  West Deer Valley Hoail
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

HE: Pnoenix Resource Nanagement  Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement

Uear Mr. ‘Power:

Thank you for forwarding a draft copy of the Phoenix Resource
hanagement  Plan and Environmental Impact Statement to Maricopa
Water District.

As tne water riyht holder to the sub flow, flood flo*r  and
normal flow of tne Aqua Aria  River and its tributaries, we are
extremely Interested in your management plans.

A number of the Areas of C r i t i c a l Environmental Concern,
Special Management Areas, Cooperative ReCreati;;al  AAr;aS  and
Hesource Conservation Areas are within Fria
Watersned.

Thus, we respectfully request your including MWD in all aspects
of BLM’s  planning process.

If you nave any questions or comments, please do not hesitate
to call me.

Sincerely,

Kobin  dames
Management Aide

MARICOPA  WATtR  DIS!R!0
Fo em 2&l Waclddl  AZ 85355
lM2l 9752151



!4r.  T lltl  Sander5
B L M  P h o e n i x  Kesorlrce Ared
2015 West  Ileer Valley Rodd
Phoen  lx, 4Z 85027

I  a m  Il~rarn  Davis.
whose

t h e  f e l l o w  w h o  tclcphoned  y o u
i n t r r c s t  15 the

the o t h e r  d a y , a n d
prcservat ion

it 1s  to-day -
o f  I-17 as t h e  “ r u r a l ”  h i g h w a y

a t  least  t o  have  i t  m a i n t a i n  some “ r u r a l ”  c h a r a c t e r .

P r i o r  tu  our f o r t h c o m i n g  Imeeting  at y o u r  o f f i c e  o n  Thursday, Yarch
3, I wnnted  you to  have  these two enclosed i tems:

(1) c o p y  o f remdr  ks which I  have  lmtdc  to  t h e  Prescott  A u d u b o n
Sot  icty on the c a n d i d a c y  o f
II ighwny .”

I - 1 7  f o r  d e s i g n a t i o n  as a “ S c e n i c
It  lets you know where I dm “coming from”;  and,

(2) copy  o f t  h e “Designat  ion Proces5” from AUOT  with which
you m a y well h e  f a m i l i a r . S t i l l ,  I thought  i i m i g h t  h e
h a n d y  f o r  reddy  r e f e r e n c e .  W e ,  w h o  f a v o r  t h e  “Scen~c~‘OPI:e~lgnatlon”
f o r  I - 1 7 ,  a r e  s t i l l  a t  t h e  “Prc-Reqnebt”  s t a g e .

Yestcrddy,  I wdb  <11>lc  tu  pick up <t  copy  of t h e  P h o e n i x  R\IP,‘EIS d ra f t
a t the s t a t e of f  LCC. I have  Just  begun  to read It to find  out what
15 p r o p o s e d  f o r  t h e  l a n d  n o w  o w n e d  hy  RLM  in t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  Corridor,
pdrt  iirilarly  I f  Alterilat  1vc B  ( P r e f e r r e d )  w e r e  adopted.

YY Imprc5b  *on 1s tha t , llnder  P l a n  B. t h e  ELM  w o u l d retdln much of
t h e  l a n d  whlcil  It now  o w n s 1 II
i t s  h o l d i n g 5  to  “block-up”

the C o r r i d o r  a n d  p e r h a p s  even i n c r e a s e

But, f o r  whdt  purpobc(s)?
land ownership for more cff lcicnt  mdnagelllcnt.

T h e  darn  IIf t h o s e  o f  us w h o  w a n t  to  >ee a “ r u r a l ”  c o r r i d o r  p r e s e r v e d
f o r 1-17 at l e a s t  b e t w e e n  p o p u l a t i o n  p o i n t s , s u c h  d>  hetwcen New
River  dud Black  Canyo~r City - 15 a  ribbon  o f  o p e n  s p a c e ,  with  natllral
veget,lt  IOI> horderIng  t h e  freeway dnd n a t u r a l  vista5  prcsurved  where
rcaslhlc.

1 suppose  th<it the only income-cam  Ing use  for open space, If any,
w o u l d  he light  .grdLing.  T h i s  w o u l d  h e  como,:tlhIe  with  vl3ta  rlre~crvdtion.
llowcvcr  , I a r g u e  t h a t  dn  o p e n - s p a c e , njtllral c o r r i d o r  fo; 1-17  w o u l d ,

t II itself, a d d  value
resider:t  lal  u5e.

to the land beyond  the corridor. nt  least for

‘r  II r n 1 I, g t o the l a r g e folded L
N o r t h  Centrdl  Portion”  J a n u a r y  1:‘;‘;

l,lhelcd “Phoen ix R u 5 o II I- c e .\rca.
I h a v e  t h e s e

moving  nI)rth f r o m  t h e  j u n c t i o n  o f  Std;e  7 4  a n d  I - 1 7 :
qucbt  ions~commcnt~,

( 1 )  W o u l d  It h e  rcdsonahlc  t o  darn  f o r  a  tmodcst  o p e n - s p a c e  corridor
he twcctl, s<ay  the Pioneer  Vlllagc  llnd the New River Interchdnge?

The  frvntagr here on both $ide>  of I-17 1s  largely owned by
1hL’ s t a t e . Hopefully, t h e  S t a t e  c o u l d  he p e r s u a d e d  t h a t  granting
I~pen-spdcr casement5 along 1-17 would bnhance the -v a l u e  o f
t h e  land  which  t h e  St,rtt,  might  lc,ls1~/5ell  In t h i s  ared;
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J1 1, enough quc5tion5  and comments for now. I  l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  visting
w i 11 y 0 II n e x t  Thursday. Should your schedule change.  m y telephone
i s 2742723.

(2) What would seem  to be the most effective way to preserve
a” OpC”-SpaCC c o r r i d o r f o r I - 1 7  b e t w e e n the New  River &  Rock
Spr ings illterchangcs? Especial ly between the Tab l e Mesa  &
Rock Spr ings  interchanges?

Any contr ibut ion t h a t R L M  c o u l d  m a k e  b y  e x c h a n g i n g  w i t h the
S t a t e ?  S a y ,  a r o u n d and to the north and west of the Table Mesa
i n t e r c h a n g e ?  ( P r o b a b l y  p r o v i d e s  s o m e  o f  t h e  b e t t e r  s c e n i c  v i s t a s
a l o n g  I - 1 7  m o u n t a i n s  i n  t h e  d i s t a n c e  a n d  g o o d  s t a n d s  o f  s a g u a r o s
in the foreground).

(3) A n d what about Lhe prcscrvat i o n  o f saguaros themselves?
A r c  w e  a t ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  n e a r ,  t h e  p o i n t  w h e r e  “ g r o v e s ”  o f  s a g u a r o s
traversed by a major highway are an “endangered” species?

F o r  example,  i s t h e r e  a n y  s t a n d  o f  s a g u a r o s  a l o n g  a n y i n t e r s t a t e
i n  RrlLona  t h a t  c a n  e v e n  c o m p a r e  w i t h  t h o s e  w h i c h  d o t  t h e  t e r r a i n
F r o m the P ionccr Village interchange  t o “ topp ing Out”  o n the
mr:\n  just  south of  the Sunset  Point  res t  s top?

Presulnably t h e  prchcrvat  i o n  o f these “groves” would be enhanced
i f  1 - 1 7  were  d e s i g n a t e d  a  “ S c e n i c  H i g h w a y ”  - b u t  m a y  “ s o m e t h i n g
m o r e ”  be needed? Say. t h e e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f some p r o t e c t i v e
zone, perhaps under t h e a u s p i c e s / c o n t r o l  o f t h e S t a t e  P a r k s
Board?

(4) I move now to the I-;Lrtegmcnt  f;;m the Dog Track/Squaw
Peak tnterchangc r? t the edge B l a c k  C a n y o n  C i t y  t o
Cordcs  J u n c t i o n . Hcrc, i f I read the map c o r r e c t l y , the  BLM
own5 t h e  f r o n t a g c  o n the west  side of I-17. and the State that
o n  the c a s t .

M a y  n o t  t h i s  d i v i d e d  o w n e r s h i p  l e a d  t o  a n  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  p a t t e r n ?
Open s p a c e  o n the B L M  s i d e  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  t h e  S t a t e  s i d e
o f  I - 1 7 ?  Are  there  a n y  p o t e n t i a l  “ b l o c k - u p ”  e x c h a n g e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ?

F 0 F example, BLM to get f r o n t a g e  f r o m  t h e  S t a t e  o n  t h e  c a s t
s i d e  o f I - 1 7  b e t w e e n D o g  T r a c k  R o a d  a n d  C o r d e s  J u n c t i o n  i n
crchangc  for BLM land elsewhere?  Such as the BLM land in the
vicinity of Rlack  Canyon Ci ty  and Rock Spr ings?

( 5 )  A c c o r d i n g  t o Map 2-13, t h e r e a r e two u t i l i t y c o r r i d o r s
i II t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  p l a n n i n g segment , One follows 1-17; t h e
o t h e r , along a n d  p a r t l y  e a s t  o f t h e  Agua  F r i a  R i v e r .  F r o m  t h e
poin t o f v i e w  o f pre5crv  ing seen  ic vist’as from “high- 1 ine”
c l u t t e r , i s n ’ t  t h e  c o r r i d o r  t o  t h e  c a s t  o f  1-17  t o  b e  p r e f e r r e d ?

7 - l . The land fronting I-17  between the city of Phoenix and
Black Canyon City is or would be administered by the
state  of Arizona or is under private ownership. The
state develops management prescriptions for the
long-term maintenance of scenic values on its land.

Public land north of Black Canyon City will be
maintained under BL.M  administration. One of the BLM’s
long-term management goals for the Black Canyon
Resource Conservation Area would be to block up
federal ownership in the area through the BLM-state of
Arizona land exchange process.  This includes land
along I-17 between Black Canyon City and Cordes
Junction. The proposed RMP has not identified land
uses seriously conflicting with the continuation of
open space scenic values on public land between I-17
and the Prescott National Forest except placement of
additional utility lines in the Black Canyon utility
corridor. Impacts on visual and scenic values would
be expected to be minimal,  however.  A traveler ’s
perception of natural scenery would not be affected by
the placement of  additional util ity l ines because new
lines would be parallel  to and screened by existing
transmission l ines crossing the area.

7 - 2 . The proposed RMP has identified new expanded
boundaries for the Black Canyon RMP which include the
public land one mile south of the boundary described
in the draft FWP/EIS  (see RCA Map 2-8 in this
document). 7

2
z

m
z

7-3. The Alternative B corridor identified in the draft
RMP/EIS  is preferable due to two factors:  1)  there ia -’
an existing powerline along I-17 and 2) Alternative C
powerlines would further impact a National Register
Archaeological District (Perry Mesa). z

n
m
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Ir. Arthu.r.1:. Tower
Fhoenix  Resource Area Hana(rer
Burem.~  o f  Im d  Management
.?015 U. Lkor  Valley Road
Phcmnix,  A(. 85C27

Dew Hr. Tower:

I read with interest the EM's desire to consolidate the checkerboard lands it

controls. Uy question is why does the BLM think it can control the lands  of the American

people anyway?? In the beginning the Lord gave the people the lad and the government

has  choooen to take away ewe of our lands, hundreds of thousands and millions of acree

throughout the United States. Where do they get the authority? The people of America

did not get to vote on this issue. Therefore, I recommend that  the BLM  land be turned

baok into the hands of the people of America, the home of the brave and the land that

used to be free from government tyr ay. Please read and study the Constitution of the U.S.

as the founding fathers knew and drew up our rights as citizens, not as subjecta, and

learn what  the God of heaven would have you do to give  us back our lends so that you ten

&and befbre the Savior on judgecwnt  day and be found blameless in trying to help ue regain

our riEhte to our lands.
&Thank you for letting q e+nd asking for my

opinion. Usually things are accom:~lished  be-
hind closed doors.

I support your efforts in restoring our laws
and rights 88 the original Constitution out-
lines.

Sincerelv.
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Frieaqdsoffthe

Eiero#lyphie  Monntaidb

8425  N .  5 6 t h  A v e . ,  G l e n d a l e ,  AZ. 85302

M r .  A r t h u r  T o w e r
P h o e n i x  R e s o u r c e  A r e a  M a n a g e r
B L M
2 0 1 5  W .  D e e r  V a l l e y  R d .
PHOENIX. AZ.  85027

D e a r  M r .  T o w e r ,

T h e  F r i e n d s  o f  t h e  H i e r o g l y p h i c  M o u n t a i n s  w i s h  to m a k e  s o m e  c o m m e n t s  a b o u t
the  d r a f t  P h o e n i x  R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n  a n d  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t .

O u r  p r e f e r e n c e  i s  f o r  dlternative  C, a5 i t  c o n t a i n s  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  ldrger
ACEC’s  t h a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  B .

9-1  d r a f t  a n d  i t  n e e d s  m o r e  p r e c i s e  m a n a g e m e n t  g u i d e l i n e s .  h!ch  a s  t o t a l  r e s t r i c t i o n
I

R e g a r d i n g  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  R i p a r i a n  M a n a g e m e n t  A r e a ;  i t  i s  i l l  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e

cat  v e h i c u l a r  t r a f f i c ,  e t c .
W e  also  w i s h  t o  r e c o m m e n d  t h a t  a l l  r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t s  w h i c h  a r e  s t i l l  i n  3ome-
w h a t  o f  a  n a t u r a l  s t a t e  a n d  h a v e  i n - s t r e a m  f l o w s  o f  a t  ledst  2 0  d a y s  p e r  y e a r
s h o u l d  b e  debignated  R i p a r i a n  M a n a g e m e n t  A r e a s .
‘!c9-21’ al;”  ;c>ld  havn, liked  LV  bee  0~1  iiedd  Du~rc !inLerasc  inrg  furmdLien0  .311d  t.3pIu1
n e s t i n g  s i t e )  d e s i g n a t e d  a s  dn ACEC or  SMA.
R e g a r d i n g  ORV’s,  w e  s u g g e s t  t h e  B L M  d e s i g n a t e  which  r o a d s  w i l l  b e  o p e n  IO  vehl-
cular  t r a f f i c  a n d  t h e n  p r i n t  a n d  d i s t r i b u t e  a  m a p  o f  t h e  R e s o u r c e  A r e a  w i t h
s u c h  r o a d s  s h o w n . A s  f a r  a s  t h e  a r e a s  c l o s e d  to t r a f f i c  a r e  c o n c e r n e d ,  t h e

9-3  m a p  should s p e c i f i c a l l y  d e t a i l  t h e  p e n a l t i e s  i n v o l v e d  b y  t r e s p a s s i n g  i n t o  t h e m
with ORV’ s. Finally  a n y o n e  c a u g h t  t r a v e l i n g  i n  closed  a r e a s  o r  o f f - r o a d  s h o u l d
b e  p r o s e c u t e d . Incldeneally,  w e  w e l c o m e  t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  D e s e r t  R a n g e r s - m a k e
sure  t h e y  w o r k  w e e k e n d s :

F i n a l l y . w e  b e l i e v e  t h e  B L M  s h o u l d  t a k e  t h e  lnitiacive  i n  t h e  p r o p o s e d  l a n d
t r a d e s  a n d  n o t  w a i t  f o r  t h e  o w n e r s  t o  c o m e  f o r w a r d .
T h a n k  y o u  f o r  allowing  t h e s e  c o m m e n t s .

.-.‘--!  , ,’

29 - l . Management goalo  and planned actions are described for III
r iparian areas identif ied for special  management.
Closed designations are proposed for White Canyon, i
Larry Creek and Tule Creek. See Tables 2-3 and 2-4 in
the RMP/DEIS  for specifics. 9

s
9-2. Owl Head Buttes is not public land. z

ii!
9 -3 . As future funds permit BLM will develop and distribute

a public land visitor use map. Off-road vehicle rules id
and user responsibilities would be described on the
m a p . Site-specific activity planning will evaluate P
ORV signing needs necessary to achieve ORV management u
goals. Due to limited funding, intensive signing is
initially anticipated only in areas with identified i!management concerns (ACECs  and special management
areas). z

z
E
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAUOFMINES

Intermountain Field Operations Center

March 10, 1968

Memorandum

To: Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager, Bureau of Land
klanagement,  2016  West Deer Valley Road, Phoenix, Arizona 85027

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

Subject: Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement

As you requested, personnel of the Bureau of Mines reviek!ed  the subject
document to determine whether impacts to mineral resources and to related
activities are adequately discussed. The draft document presents four alterna-
tive plans, including a preferred alternate,
Phoenix Resource Area.

for managing the resources of the
Mineral resource exploration and development have

played a major role in the growth of Arizona and have historically contributed
much to its economic base. Much of that mineral activity has involved mining
districts included in the resource area. Our comments are provided to help
clarify or improve the mineral data presented.

The document provides a summary of mineral involvement in the resource area
and also a brief analysis of mineral resource impacts by alternative. The
maps showing both past mineral-producing areas and contoured densities of
currently filed Notices of Intent (1'01)  and Mini! Plans of rperation  (MPO)
(p.  96-98)  provide Information in an easily understandable format. The table
sunanariring  mineral development trends by mining district including base metal
production from each district (Table 3-9, p. 100-1011  is similarly useful.
Because mineral companies currently are actively exploring and developing
precious metal properties in the western U.S., we suggest that precious metal
production information also  be included in the table. Production figures for
precious metals are available from the same source as the base metal data
quoted in the table (AZ Eur. Geol. and Miner.  Technol., Bull. 194)

The salient mineral resource impact addressed by the document is the de facto
withdrawal of lands to mineral entry created by the land disposals proposed

IO-I
under Alternatives EI,  C, and D. Several areas proposed for disposal currently
have high densities of HrI's  and I1PO's (p. 96-97).  We recmend that an effort
be made to retain under BLM management two areas having high mineral develop-
ment potential: the BI.11  lands south of Tucson and the somewhat more continuous

10-l . The  interdisciplinary planning team has determined
that, as a result of implementing the proposed RMP,
the reduction of NOIs  from 25 to 12 and MPOs  from 2 to
1 would not significantly affect the exploration for
and development of marketable minerals in the Resource
Area.
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block of ELM  lands east of Prescott. Because of the recent explosion of
interest in precious metal development and the currently higher copper prices,
these two areas are undergoing renewed exploration and development activity.
Disposal action would create an additional burden for a struggling minerals
industry and possibly make exploration and development costs prohibitive.

For Alternatives B and C, tables are provided (p.  25-26; p.ZB-30;  and p. 35-39)
that describe planned action for each special management drea (SMA)  and for
each area of critical environmental concern (ACEC).  The specific impacts to
'mfneral  resource development by creation of these areas is vague. For example,
it Is not clear what seasonal or other management restrictions would apply to
mlneral exploration and development in the Silver Bell Desert Bighorn Sheep
Management Area. Tables 2-4 and 2-10  incorporate statements alluding to
surface occupancy restrictions on BOO acres of Ragged Top, but no information
is supplied regarding what mineral development restrictions would apply to
the rest of the acreage included in the SMA. Mineral restrictions on other
wildlife SMA's  (desert tortoise, burro range) are also ambiguous. As an
additional example, several multiple resource management areas limit motor
vehicles to existing roads and trails (i.e., Table P-41. Neither the table
nor the document make it clear whether a mineral company would be permitted to
establish drillroads and drillsites or develop a resource for open pit mining
in these areas. In general, the tables list certain access and surface
occuoanc.v  restrictions but do not clarifv  whether manaqement restrictions to
access would severely restrict these lands to mineral entry. Subsequent
versions of the document should elaborate how each manaoement orescriotion
would affect mineral exploration and development activiiies. A chart'or table
specifying for each SMA and ACEC the restrictions on locatable and leasable
mineral exploration and development would clarify the mineral resource impacts
of Alternatives B and C. Maps showing mineral potential superimposed on areas
where mineral access would be restricted would also serve to readily illus-
trate how each SMA or ACEC would impact mineral related activities.

In the Silver Bell Resource Conservation Area (RCA), two SHA's  and an ACEC
have been proposed for most of the land currently available for mineral
exploration and development. Because the area has high to moderate potential
for additional mineral discoveries, particularly in the area of the Waterman
Mountains ACCC, we believe that access to and permission to develop minerals
in this RCA should be maintained as much as possible.

10-2. The impacts to mineral development expected to result
from ACEC designations in the proposed RMP would be 1)
the requirement of a Mining Plan of Operation for
exploration or development in a designated ACEC open
to mineral entry, regardless of the acres disturbed
and 2) elimination of filing, exploration or
development in areas withdrawn from mineral entry.
Activities allowed under the general mining
regulations would be in force in most areas, including
reasonable access to mining claims.
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAUOFRECLAMATION
ARIZONAPROJECTSOFFICE

23636N.7THSTREET
P.O.BOX9980I'IXiPIl

Wl”
330-ml0 PHOENlX.ARlZONA85068

I I-

Mr. Henri  Bisson
Fhoenix  District Manager
wtreau  of Land bnagement
2015 West Deer  Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. B&son:

Thank  you for the opportunity to cement  on the draft Phoenix Resource
Kanagement  Plan (RMP)  associated with the nrrnagement  of 912,COD acres of
public lands in the Fhoenix  Resource Area. In the RMP,  the &St Half of
Section 11 and the Northwest Quarter of Section 12, Tcavnship  15 South, Range
12 East, Gl3SFlM  is identified as lands slated for development as a
cooperative recreation mnagement  area. The lands would be transferred to
local governments under the R&pPA  for the Saginaw Hill Park.

As you are acre the Bureau of Reclamation is constructing the Central
Arizona Project which includes construction of the Black tinntain pipeline.
'ke pipeline will require approximately 3.5 acres of public dmfn  lands
located  in the West Half  of the West Half of the East  Half (WI/2Wt/2E1/2)  of
Section 11. This alinement for the Black Mountain Pipeline was identified in
our Tucson Aqueduct, phase  R,  Draft Environmental Impact Statemsnt dated
l%cember 19S4,  and  our subsequent Draft hvironmental  Assessment on propased
&ifications  dated &xember  1987. Copies of both were provided to your
office for review.

A fonml  request for rights-of-way required for the Black Mountain Pipeline
within the W1/2W1/2E1/2 of Section 11 will be submitted to you for yo~lr
consideration soon. %e would have no objection to the transfer of public
lands, not needed for the  Black Mountain Pipeline in Section II, to other
governmental entities under the R&pPA.

Additional ccraoents  pertaining to the draft Flhlp will be providd  from  our
Regional Office located in Boulder City, Nevada. Again, thank you for the
opportunity to review the draft plan.

Gould  you have any questions, please contact ;I(r.  knnis Burg&t  at
870-6734.

Sincerely yours,

11-l . As part of the CAP delivery system, the Black Mountain
Pipeline would be allowed under the proposed RMP,
subject to mitigation, and would be reserved to the
United States in the event that thd land would be
transferred under the RhPP  Act.

k Robert J. tiles
project hIanager
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15 March 1968
10120 Clair Drive
Sun City, AZ, 85351

Mr. Arthur E Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona

Dear Mr. Tower:

I have made a careful review of the draft Phoenix Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Stat-t.

In the preparation of the identified draft the Bureau was faced with the
need to make assessments of two classes of holdings subject to quite
different pressures--those essentially rural in nature, and those
located close to major urban areas. Unfortunately, the Bureau elected
to use identical options and assessment techniques for bath classes of
areas.

The concept of balanced multiple use, including utility corridors,
mining, and ranching, is certainly a sound procedure to follow in those
areas which are essentially rural. However, in those areas which are
adjacent to an expanding metropolitan area it would be preferable to
recognize the changes that are likely to take place. Such areas will be
subject to much greater pressure for recreational use, their
attractiveness for ranching will decline, and they will have increasing
appeal as an identified urban resource--such as the Saguaro National
Monument at Tucson, the Phoenix Mountain Preserves, and the Lake
Pleasant Regional Park.

It would be desirable in the development of Plans for those areas
located near urban areas to recognize that the change from a rural to
urban environment will not be sudden, and will likely take place over a
period of years. 'Thus, the Adopted Plan should preferably be structured
in such a way that it can readily amate these changes as they take
place.

The dicussion of protection for the desert streams which are included in
the plan leaves much to he desired. It is quite  probable that the
details of these protective measures plans were well known to the
authors of the report. However, the report presents few details on how
water quality standards will be applied or met,  aquatic species
protected, or riparian vegetation protected or reestablished. 'Ihe
remaining desert streams in Arizona are certainly deserving of the test
management practices that we can formulate.

The administrative organization of the Bureau  has injected an additional
problem in the selection of a suitable management plan in some
instances. For example, the Hassayampa  River Canyon and the "upper"
Hassayampa  River are discussed in two different reports. This is a very
undesirable arrangement given the needs for a unified management plan
for the River, and the Wilderness potential of the Canyon. The

12-1. The  d r a f t  RMP/EIS ident ifies  management problems,
goals and opportunities. Specific details on methods
to achieve the goals are contained in activity plans.
The  activity plans developed to implement the approved
RMP will include environmental assessments and meet
public review requirements in compliance with NEPA and
the Planning Regulations.
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administrative organization problem is also reflected in the inclusion
of the Maricopa Mountain and Butterfield Stage sections in still
another BIN managanent  report. Despite the size and importance of the
Phoenix Metropolitan area these adjacent potential "open  space"
opportunities are -ined  by BLM in three different administrative
reports.

The language of the reports with respect to roads and trails and their
availability to the public is also imprecise. It would be desirable to
identify those roads and trails which will be available to four wheel
drive vehicles and/or ATVs.It  would also be desirable to identify those
locations where additional roads or trails might be needed to
accamicdate the needs of these interest groups.

It is quite  apparent that -unities and organizations in the Northwest
Valley had little input in the developt  of the plan or of the several
steps which took place prior to plan development.  This  lack of input
might be attributed to the small size of the communities and to the
difficulties of understanding an issue as complex as that faced by BE-I
in the assessment of its land holdings! It would be desirable to make a
special effort at this time to reach these ccannunities  and groups to try
to determine if they, in fact, understand the importance of the
decisions which are being made.

SPECIFIC RECCMMENDATIONS:

The recommendations  of the Plan with respect to those areas  which are in
essentially rural settings seems to be generally adequate.

Those areas which are adjacent to the n?ajor metropolitan areas should be
reexamined in terms of a fifth alternative--which might be termed
Metropolitan Preserve and Open  Space Management! Under this concept the
entire Lake Pleasant Area, which would be better named  the Hieroglyphic
WountainsArea,  would be reconsidered in terms of its long term potential
'for a desert/moutain  preserve, and a long term plan would be developed
which would reflect the eventual conversion of the area. Such a plan
would include the need for additonal roads, or improved roads in some
areas, camping facilities, a visitor center oriented to the upper
Sonoran Desert, designated wilderness areas, the eventual phase out of
grazing and mining, and perhaps the purchase of the private lands (or
conservation easements) which are now located within the area. The time
schedule for such a program might well stretch out over a period of
perhaps twenty years.

The boundaries of the Lake Pleasant area should be readjusted to include
the Shirttail Hills area south of State Highway 74 and the Hassayampa
Canyon Area to the West.

The specific measures which will be adopted for the protection and
management of the desert streams in the modified Lake Pleasant area
should be set forth in considerable detail. An annex to the reprt
would be a suitable vehicle for detail of this nature.

A long-range planning and development -ittee  for the Lake

12-Z . Public involvement efforts, including newsletters,
local press coverage, public meetings,  and mailings to
all  affected local governments, were discussed in
Chapter 5 of the draft RMP/EIS. Most communities in
the RMP area have been involved in the Phoenix
District’s planning effort either directly or through
their respective county associations of government.

1 2 - 3 . The Phoenix District believes the alternatives
considered in the draft RMP/EIS  cover a sufficient
range of realistic management opportunities for
addressing the recreation issue in the Lake Pleasant
area. For example, a cooperative recreation
management area surrounding Lake Pleasant a recreation
management area in Hells Canyon, a riparian management
area along the Hassayampa River and special management
areas to emphasize management of watershed, riparian
habitat, a resident burro herd and an endangered fish
spec?es  have been proposed. We believe that
management emphasis being recommended for these
discrete areas is  compatible with multiple use
management of the entire resource conservation area.
Management of the entire Lake Pleasant RCA for the
benefit of a single user group would be incompatible
with BLM’s  multiple-use mandate.
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Pleasant/Hassayampa Canyon area should be recamiended.  The Cofrmittee
should have ample representation from  the Northwest Valley ccinnunities  ,
ranching interests, major developers, the core cities of the Phoenix
metropolitan area, Metropolitan Association of Governments, State
legislators, and State and County officials.

I believe that adoption of these reccmnendations  will assure that we are
planning for the Future of the Metropolitan area and not for the present
of the past!

Sincerely

copy:Congressman  S t u m p

Black  Qrams
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biLKHORN  RANCH

PIti 25.1988

Arthur 5.  Tcmar
Phoenix Resource Arm flenager
Bureau  of Land Mmegsmenl
20 15  west oc!er  VAlle/ R!xul
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear  Mr. lower

On Februm-y  23 I &t&d the public haering  in Tucsa,  aKlcerning
the belt Pharnlx  Rwource  Man@ement  Plan.  Althou@  cur faeltnps
md cemmts rqerding this plan  (18  well known, we have dscidsd  to
take this opportunity to  present tham  again.

First, we would like to thank  yw,  Tim  Smders,  andall others
involved la your efforts in keeping us abreact  of developemmts  in
the plan,  fmd  in listening  to md tsklng  into aaxxrnt  wr concerns
reperding  the  plan. For this we are grateful.

Thisrbmnot,hmvever,  chmqsthefwztthatweseoppasedtothe
pIan  in 111  its vartous  iorms.  We do  ml feel  a wlldm-neas  a-es  In the
Babquivsis  is neumeay.  The country is alreuty  wildarnms da  to
Its topogrq.rlrv  md wtll  remain so. &ess  to the  mamtahfs  1s  allmved
by the wea rmchers.

I3-  1
It rmuld  be rmxt  to impossible to rbvelop  the

ma mnsldered  for wlldernws snd  mom  of the land  involved is
alrw cudrolled  by the 8LM.  Therefare,  the mly  effect a
wtldsrness&!stgnatlon  wadd have would tm  to lncreme  humm traffic
in the @es. The m&dry  would lose  much of its appeal  as  this traffic
Increased In short, the wildsrnass  dsalpnstlon  would result in the
m e  b e c o m i n g  l e s s  ‘wiM’.

We feel thet  to establish fsxi  run e  wildaFness  mea.  et taqqer
expense, that results  in less remote back-muntry  Is lhscally  md
axwervatimelly  unsmmd  Why not let the sea  ranchers continue to
maqs  and  protect the area from dsvelopement  as  the/ have  b%m
doing for yegs?

I

We are also opposed  to the propc&  swaps between the ELM  md St&e.
: Lend Depertment  In the B&tcgulvarl  arm our concerns,  as  stated In

prior correspo&nce,  tre  as follows:

I .  Wese~nedastot~effectthelasso(
state  leme revenues would hsve  m our local
school distrir:’

13-1. The impacts of designating the Baboquivari Peak
Wilderness Study Area (WSA) as wilderness are analyzed
in the Phoenix Wilderness PRIS. If Congress
designates the WSA as wilderness a-management plan
will  be developed. The development of the wilderness
management plan would include public involvement and
review, address visitor use capacity and would contain
an environmental assessment in compliance with NRPA.

13-2. Section 10(b)  of the Taylor Grazing Act provides that
fifty percent of the grazing fees collected from BLM
grazing leases are returned to the State/County where
grazing occurs. Pursuant to Arizona State Law (Title
37 ARS Section 724) the returned grazing lease fees
are allocated to county school districts.
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2.Oneolthestatedob]sctkmolVleplmlsto
prwldsextmtoBaboquivariP&.  Theonly
smthatsuchazwsIspractlcal  IsThomm
Canym.Asf~asamstoIharangeiswnmrned,
thtIsslrw3qprwldadbyare3ranchws.

3. Arm  r-3  heve  been  arcund  fw many  years.
I~wouldbecheaperadmorepractiarltoletthem
mntinwtoprobctthearea

4. The propoeal  wtlderness  II”W would increase
traffic, ad  all the relet9.i  problems, in the
marntalns.  We dD  not feel  thet  is desirable.

5. The whole plan  runs contrary to the steted
objectivee  of blocking up pswls  of land for
miwqyh-nmt  purpcaes.  If thst  were truly m
important objective, the BLM  would trade  out
of the wea entirely 133  it Is most Stete  Lease Lmd.

In summery, we feel the4  the most  loglcal  muree  of actlm In the
Baboquivsi  erm  is net to take  any action Let’s not make m ArSvaipa
Cmqn  out  ef  them. They se  bmutiful,  but much of that beautv
canes  from thlr  remoteness. Lets ml spoll Met.

Sincsrely,

cc:  tile&n  Collins, Fedsal  ExchengeMministrator

1 3 - 3 . Since the proposed Baboquivari ACEC and wilderness
study area is surrounded by private and state land, it
would be necessary to obtain legal public  access.
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Wefenderis
J O F  W I L D L I F E

Eugene A. Dahlem
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix Resource Area
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Dahlem:

I enjoyed our brief talks at the recent Desert Tortoise
Council Symposium in Laughlin, Nevada. As I said, I was very
pleased to see the proposal for a Special Management Area(SMA)
for the desert tortoise in the Picacho Mountains in Alternative B
of the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and EIS Draft.

After I returned home, I received a topo map of the Newman
Peak quadrangle, which included the boundaries of the proposed
SMA. Outlined also were four locations of desert tortoise
populations studied by the Bureau of Reclamation in connection
with the Central Arizona Project canal. I was dismayed to note
that all four populations lie outside the SMA boundary.- -

In further examination of the map, it was obvious that the SMA
boundaries are chiefly composed of the steepest portions of the
area, and do not extend to the gentler foothills and outwash
plains where the tortoise populations are found. I assume that

15-1  this was merely a case of oversight on the part of the BLM, and
that changes will be made. I strongly urge that the present
boundary of the SMA be extended westward and southward by at
least one full section. Even so, one of the tortoise populations
would have no buffer area.

According to a large-scale land status map of the Picacho area
in my possession, Newman Peak is surrounded by state land. If
this is the reason for the current proposed boundaries of tne
SMA, something clearly needs to be done to acquire additional
land for the SMA. As I mentioned to you, the state grazing
permittee for that area has long been known for persistent
trespass, and was fined several years ago for exceeding his
permitted use by about five times. Since it is very likely that
the current grazing pracssmhis permittee are cont inu ing to
negatively impact the desert tortoises in the area, I hope that
the BLM will look into the possibility of working  out some land
trades that would result in a further enlargement of the SMA.

If such land trades are a possibility, I will work hard to
assist the BLM to make them a reality.

SinGerely, Q)

S&e%hn*Southwest Representative

15-l. The proposed RMP has identified state land for
acquisition to include additional tortoise habitat
within the Picacho Mountain RCA (see map 2-22 in this
document ) . s

Refer also to response 18-7.

SOUIHWt  ST OttI( t  13705  N  (OMO DRIVt.  T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  A5741 .  [SOL)  2’1714~4

NATIONAL OFFICE 1244 NINETEENTH STREEI, NW l WASHINGTON. DC 20036 l (202) 659-9510
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YEMOFtAN3UM

TO : DO: BLM

FROM : ARIZONA STATE CSZARINGHOUSE

DATE : April 1, 1988

3E : 3xtzAC  0F LAND  MANAGEMENT
DRAFT PHX RESOURCZ  MOT  PLAN & EIS 15.999
A 2 8 8 0 2 1 9 8 0 0 0 0 8

THOMASP CALDWELL
5 aEC-D;i

This  memorandum is in response to the above project submitted to
the Arizona State Clearinghouse for review.

The project has been reviewed pursuant to the Executive Order
12372 by certain Arizona State officials and Regional Counciis  of
Government.

The Standard Form 424 is attac3ed  for information.

No comments were received on this project or it was supported as
written. If any comments are received, we wiil  forward them to
you for your consideration.

Attachment

CC: Arizona State Clearinghouse
Applicant
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April 12. 19BR

Mr. Arthur F. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West DPer  Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ. 85027

RE: PHOENIX RESOURCE MANAGFMENT PLAN

Uear  Mr. Tower:

WP have reviewed the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and find the alternative
R acceptable. We cnn  appreciate the need for RIM to consolidate its holdings
and designate areas for protection. The take Pleasant area is of concern to
us, however. WP feel this area should be protected to a greater extent hy the
extension of the RCA to the south and east. Urban and industrial encroachment
In this area will greatly reduce the quality of this area. In addition, the
area adjacent to Interstate 17 should be included in the take Pleasant RCA.
These lands would maintain the scenic value  of the 1-17 corridor between New
River and Rock Springs. We are in support of I-17 and State Highway 74 hecom-
inq designated as scenic highways. An open space set-hack could also be estab-
lished by the County.

Another concern is the availability  of future recreation sites. As BCM  reduces
its urban fringe hnlrlinqq, it also reritrces  the availability of low-cost muni-
cipal lands.  As the urban growth continues. much land will be needed in the
next IO-20 years.

A third concern is thn proposal that a large area nf land below Highway 74
(Morristown-New River Highway) between LJke  Pleasant and Morristown be dis-
posed of tn the state or private parties. While we recognize the benefit of an
exchange for additional land within the RCA's, this will place a great burden
on the surrounding land, given the population that eventually could reside
there.

We respectfully request that. land ownership and designations In the planninq
area be more fully addressed to answer our concerns.

Sincerely,

DENNIS W. ZWAGERMAN‘ 1
PRINCIPAL PLANNER 'q'
ADVANCE PLANNING D&ION

17-1. The proposed Phoenix Resource Management Plan (RMP) in
this document identif ies additional land along the
Black Canyon Corridor for retention in public
ownership, thus enlarging the Lake Pleasant RCA to the
east . There are no plans, however, to identify
non-public land in the area for acquisition. Land
values between New River and Rock Springs make
acquisition costs prohibitive when compared to the
resource values gained.

The future availability of low cost public land for
use by local governments has been addressed in the
draft RMP/EIS. During the public scoping process,
potential sites were identified by local governments.
Several tracts were found to be suitable for transfer
under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PPA).
These were identified in the draft plan and carried
over as part of the proposed RMP in this document.

The draft  RMP/EIS  identified the public land south of
Highway 74 as suitable for exchange. However, because
of public concern about the loss of open space and
scenic values in the area, the proposed RMP  has 8
identified additional public land south of Highway 74
for retention in public ownership. Specifically, 2
these areas would include sections 25, 26 and the m
Saddleback Mountain portion of section 35 in Township 5
6 North, Range 1 West. The retention area would be cn
included within the boundary of the proposed Lake
Pleasant RCA. is

0

Planner I
(602)262-3403
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Mr. Arthur E.  Tower
Phoenl:.:  Resource Area Manager
Rureau  of Land Management
X15 West Deer Valley Road
Phaena  :. , Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

T h e  D e s e r t  Tortoise  Counc11  slncerelv  appreciates t h e  opportunity
to comment and make recommendations  on the draft Phoenl::  Resource
rlanaqement  Flan. We view  some promls~nq  changes I” the Fhoenl::
Dlstrlct‘s  management through this  plan. though some set-IOLIS m~z.-
tales are made I” analysts of desert tortoise  population and
habltat  trends under-  different  management regimes.  and I” plan-
nlnq  for the benefit  of the desert tortoxse.

Our comments are  dlvlded lnta  two parts ,  general  and apeclfxc.

G E N E R A L

Given  t h a t  ~,lrtually  n o  lnventorv o f  d e s e r t  tortoise  dlstrlbutlon
at-  abundance has been carried out I” the Phoenl::  Resource Area.
we contest the valldlty  of estimates  of habltat  extent listed  I”
the document. Though records e::~st  for several  areas III Lhe HMF
al-ea. only the Flcacho  Mountains  and C:le  FiagQed Top area  have any
e::  tens1  ve data base. :-iu.4  ~111 H L M  I n v e n t o r y  Its  remalnlng  at-eae,
and. of the,/  arc  f o u n d  t o  contain  malot- populatlans.  h o w  ~111 BLM

18-1. BL.M  will  conduct additional desert tortoise
inventories according to recommendations in a Desert
Tortoise Implementation Strategy currently being
finalized. It  is  BLM’s  goal to complete all
inventories within five years and to update its
Habitat Management Plans and amend this BMP,  if
necessary, to reach desert tortoise management goals.

qlve them slqnlflcant  management status If they are not >ncluded
I”  this  document’ W h a t  15  BLM‘s schedule for obtalnlng desert
tortoise  data a” the Phoenl::  lands’ What effort  WI11 tx.m mabe  to
ensure It does not dispose  of “Important” (we read crucial under
HLM‘s  deflnltlon)  desert  tar-tolse  habitat when no Inventory has
been done” Will  BLtl  I n v e n t o r y  habltat s l a t e d  f o r  disposal prior
to conslderatlon for land trades’ I f  HLM d o e s  find  “important”
habltat. ~111 this be cause for careful conslderatlon  and prob-
a b l y  retentlon- These quentlons we have not found answered I”
this  document.

The RMP does”‘t show a” analysl  s of  how HLM decided  which  species

18-2 and habltats  wet-e to be discussed  I” the K’MP. Why were the
F’icacho  MountaLne  the only area  chosen to be slgnlflcant  for
desert tar to1 se management’

18-2. The analysis is found in Chapter 1 beginning on page 6
of the draft RMP/EIS  under the section entitled
Environmental Issues.

The Picacho Mountains were chosen for desert tortoise
management emphasis because they are relatively
isolated with l imited public access,  have few multiple
use conflicts and are known to support tortoise
populations.



18-31 There 1s not  a  wide  range  of alternatives. particularly  cmes t h a t
HLM could be reasonably e::pected  to Implement.

Chapter 2 does not develop ob,ectrves and management preecrlp-
tlons v e r y  w e l l  f o r  ACECs, SMAn. ot-  CRMAs. W h a t  le  discussed  1s
usual ly  vague and not measurable. Therefore, we  cannot  f o l l ow
any analysis  HLM may have made on Impacts to the desert tortoise.

Chapter 4 often describes actrons  HLM would take. often seen I”
this  sectlon for the first  txme in  the document. Instead of an
analysis  of Impacts. Our  e::perlence with  EISs  and EIHs  IS that
actlons are to be presented I” the chapter on alternatlvee.

SF’ECIFIC

Page  s. paragraph 2. Says alternatives  would dispose of
Threatened ot-  Endangered plant habltat.  agaIn in paragraphs 5 and
6.

Doesn‘t HLM have a policy  not to dispose  of CandIdate  species
habitat or-  cause federal llstlng? The desert tortoise  I* a can-

18-4 dldate on Category 2. and the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe  Service  has
stated that federdl llatlnq  1s warranted. yet  BLM  intends to dis-
pose  o f  hatltat. We see a” lnconslstency here with  national  BLM
PO1  Icy.

Page 17. The wlldllfe  and special  status plants  sectlone  show
parts of the plan seem to be contrary to 8LM Pollcles. There 1s

18-5 little  or no guidance  from management on Wildl.ife. Certa in ly  BLM
has management guidance  on how wlldlzfe  habltat and Threatened
and Endangered and Candldste  species  are  to  be managed on publ ic
1 ands?

18-6

18-7

Page  28. The desert tortoise  should be added to the Silver Bell
Special Management Area  a s  a  priority  for management. This  would
be compatible  with  bighorn  and habltat ob,ectlves  should be
developed to benefit  the tortoise. The area must not have many
confllctlng  uses  If H L M  h a s  s l a t e d  It f o r  blghorn  emphasis. This
1s  a l l  the more reason far lncludlng the tartolse  as a management
priority. I n  addltlon. HLM has a  rare  permanent study p lot  in
thzs area.

We commend BLM on a Special  Management Area for tortolees. This
)~nd  of actlon 1s  needed to ensure the future of tortoise  I” the
w i l d . However. the F’lcacho  MountdIns  area 1s much too smal l  to
b e  a  “preserve”  which  w o u l d  b e  effective  in  malntalnlng a  laatlng
population o f  tortoises. Addltlonally. most of the habltat 1s on
lands on the periphery of the RLM land. Conslderatlon o f  this
alternatl  ve must not have been made by persons w1  th I:nowledge  of
Conservation  biology.  o r  “island  biogeography.” The probability
o f  extInctIon o f  a  population o f  tortoises  (or o t h e r  organ&sms)
1s  roughly inversely  proport>onal to the size of the I s land. BLM
1s essentially  proposIng t o  c r e a t e  an “island”  p r e s e r v e . BLM

18-3. We believe the alternatives analyzed are sufficient to
resolve the identified issues. Other alternatives
considered and the reasons for their not being
analyzed are l isted in the draft  RMP/EIS  beginning on
page 41.

18-4. The BLM has a policy to manage candidate species to
avoid the need for federal listing. Under the
Preferred Alternative and Alternative C of the draft
RHP/EIS, it was assumed that disposal would be offset
by acquisition. Within the range of the desert
tortoise, a decision to dispose of candidate species
habitat is made only after an environmental assessment
is completed.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service definition states:
“Candidate Category 2 contains those species for which
listing is possibly appropriate but for which the Fish
and Wildlife Service does not have sufficient
information on hand to support their being listed as
threatened or endangered at this time.”

Refer also to the General Response to Comments.

18-S. As stated on page 20 of the draft RMP/EIS, the
identification of  land for disposal is not
irrevocable. All BLM parcels in an exchange proposal
would be subject to a site-specif ic  environmental
assessment which would identify and analyze impacts to
desert tortoises and other values.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments.

5

18-6. BLM  specialists did not identify the Silver Bell 3
Mountains as a priority area for special management o! l-r!
desert  tortoises. However, if future monitoring

z

indicates the need, a special management area for
desert tortoises in the Silver Bell Area could be 8
designated through a plan amendment.

z
Z

18-7. Several coavaenters  have made the point that the
Picacho Mountain Desert Tortoise Management Area d
identified in the draft RMP/EIS  contains too l ittle
land mass and/or does not include the lower,

P
0

state-owned bajadas where tortoise populations are
more likely to be found. ii!

cn
Consequently, the proposed RMP has identified 7,980
state-owned acres to be acquired by exchange. U p o n B
completion of the exchange, these acres will become iz
part of the Picacho Mountain Desert Tortoise
Management Area (area shown on map 2-22 in this cl
document).



18-7

s h o u l d  realize  t h a t  t h e  rnaln portlon  o f  t h e  Plcacho  Mountains
“island”  1s not on RLM land.  and that regardless.  AS MUCH LAND AS
POSSIRLE  s h o u l d  b e  I n c l u d e d  ln this area  f o r  a  viable  tortoise
population. Perusa l  o f  maps  and  data  we  have  acquired shows  that
a t  l e a s t  2 4  t o  30 addrtlonal  sectlons  a f  habltat  s h o u l d  b e  I”-
eluded I” the Special Management  Area .

ELM’s  Idea  o f  managing  the Plcachos fo r  the  deser t  tartolse  has
g r e a t  merit. but  1s doomed to  faxlure  unless the b1ologlcal  needs
o f  this  spec~ea  a t - e  taken  Into account .

Management prescrlptlons  or  actIons are  vague .  especially  f o r

18-8 wlldllfe  and Threatened and Endangered p lants . W I thout
prescriptions. we  can  not  see  how HLM can  ana lyze  Impacts  o f  es-
tablrshlng  and lmplementlng  management  on these  areas .

18-9

18-H

18-t  I

P a g e  71. Aga1n. there  are  no  prescriptions  f o r  CRMAs. The pos-
slble  r ange  o f  recreation  a l lowed  cou ld  g reat ly  change  the  I,,-
pacts  to  wlldllfe I” these  a reas . Tortal  lta  tlountalns  have
torto ises , possibly  in high  n u m b e r s . There  cou ld  be  highly  nega-
t1ve  impacts  If recreation  areas  I” w r o n g  s p o t s . The  Sawtooths .
too . may have an “important” populatton  o f  tortoises.  a n d  H e l l ’ s
Canyon area  definitely  harbors  tortoises. a l o n g  w1t.h  o t h e r  se”sl-
t1ve  species. s u c h  as GIlbert‘s  s11nI. y e t  impacts  o f  recreation
are  not  addressed.

F’age 117. Tortollta  tortoise  habztat 15 n o t  o n  M a p  1-4a. Peren-
nlal  forbe and  grasses  a re  every  bit  as  Important  as annuals.
especially  avallablllty  I” summer - f a l l  be fo re  hlbernatlon.

Page 126. Also pages 142 and 159. Effects or, range1 and
management. This  1s a ”  inaccurate  heading. I t  has  nothlng to do
with  management  o f  range  t-esources  ( r ead  so11  and grass ) .  ,ust.
llvestocl:  management.  ranch economics,  and animal/ranch
pet-f ormance. P lease  change the  title  t o  w h a t  It r ea l l y  IS..

Page 137. We  t a l e  lss.ue  tha t  downward  t rend  1s expected on 10%
o f  habltat. How did  HLM derive  thla  analysts’ We  be l i eve
downward  t r end  ~111 probab ly  be  higher. espec1slly  a t  -“I:1  y e a r s .
the document’s  “ long term. I n a f t e r  the  population  o f  Arizona has
doubled and OHVs.  poachers.  slghtseers.  land developers.  and the
11ke, has  at  least  doubled a lso .

What  were  the  ana lyses  f o r  determlnlng w h a t  disposal  lands  would
be  deve loped  zn the long term7 For e:: amp 1 e. most  lands near  I10

18-13  and the C&P  wou ld  11):ely  be  developed.  with  d o w n w a r d  tortoise
trends. This wou ld  be  detrimental to  the  Plcacho  Mountains  and
S11 verbell  a reas . ye t  thxs  does  not  seem to  be  analy:ed.

M-14
Page 147. Desert  tortoise. The document says the 531 lverbell
Area  has  Important  habltat. There  should  be  a  management  qoa l
f o r  the  tortoise  here.  a lso .

18-8. The RMP defines goals for resolving conflicts related
to the identif ied issues, Particular emphasis is
placed on management of special management areas and
ACECs. The detailed prescriptions describing how the
management goals will be met are called activity
plans. Activity plans are developed as part of  the
approved RMP’s  implementation.

18-9. Impacts of implementing the management prescriptions
are monitored throughout the life of the RMP and
changes can be made if management objectives for
desert tortoises are not being met.

18-10. The omission was an oversight.  The Tortolita
Mountains should be indicated on map 3-4a  in the draft
RMP/EIS  as an important desert  tortoise area.

18-11. Referring to pages 7, 16 and 102 of the draft RMP/EIS
under “Effects on Rangeland Management” should help
explain this heading. Indirectly, livestock
management, ranch economics and animal performance are
all important factors in rangeland management.

18-12. Downward trend is determined by the interdisciplinary
planning team from their analysis of the percentage of
habitat expected to be disrupted by development during
the life of the plan.

18-13. The estimates of future development on disposal land
were based on growth trends as we see them now through
the estimated life of the RMP (15 to 20 years).

18-14. Refer to response 18-6.



The F’lcacho  SMA does not say anythlng about restrlctlon  of roads.
and forbIddIng roads to communications  sites.  but chapter 4 does.
There are hidden actlons I” this  document that we can not te l l
WI 1 1  happen. HLM must  have  a prescrlptlon  that says no roads 1”

18-15 t h e  Plcacho  Mts. 1s  the desert  tortoise habItat to be acquired
blocked up or- scattered” I s  habItat disposed  o f  blocled or
scattered’ This  mal.es a big  difference  with  Impact  a s s e s s m e n t .
Security  of populations in  the long term 2s only made with
blocl.ed  habltit. The net effect to the tortoise.  we feel ,  19  I”-
accurately stated I” this  analysis.

P a g e  155. Desert  tortoise  Impacts could greatly increase with
ad>acent  state land development and Impacts due to habitat loss
b y  vlsltor  facllltles.  ,llegal  collection. harrassment.

18-16
vandal 1 sm. and forage loss . T h e  population w o u l d  not  remal”  VI-
able through long  term. when the cumulative  Impacts  are analvzed.
AlternatIve  EI  w o u l d  n o t  l~lely  r e s u l t  in  a viable  population
e, ther , but Alternative  C represents an acrellerated  disaster for
the tortoise  in the Flcacho  M t s .

I

Page 19E. Desert  tortoise  monltclrlng. W h a t  1%~ a slgnlflcant

18-U chanqe. and who decides  when this  change (over what threshold)
h a s  occurred- The threshold should be quantlfled  I” the FtMF’. as
we have seen  in others.

We understand that HLM may  plcl and choose between alternatives.
a n d  t h a t  A l  ternatlve  C  was n o t  a  “ r e a l ”  a l  ternatl  ye.  I”  t h e  sense
that  It would constitute  a viable  management paclage  on Its  own.
W e .  t h e  D e s e r t  Tortoise  Council. thereiore  urqe  BLM  t o  lmPlk?ent
AlternatIve  C for Communlcatlon  sites.  Larry Creel.  Tanner Wash.
Waterman MountdIn.  Sllverbell  RCA. Perry Mesa ACEC. and the White
can <on ACEC. Wlthout  lmplementatlon  o f  t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  Into  Lhls
RMP. med~ures  f o r  sencltlve  species  s u c h  a6 t h e  d e s e r t  turtoise
in many cases  would be rnsuffl;lent  and much l ess  effective  for
resout-ce  mlnagement  Into  t h e  f u t u r e . L a r g e r  boundarIes provided
by aiternatlve  C for  blaloglcallv  Important areas are needed to
create manageable units  and to manage the upland watersheds.
wIthout  which. the ecosvstems  can‘t be relied  on to be
ma~ntalned. Viable populations can only be malntalned  on large
blocls  o f  habitat. CumulotIve  Impacts  must be mlnlmlzed  to the
utmost. and this  can be improved  by larger boundarles. Al terna-
tlve  C  f o r  Lale  Fleasant B u r r o s  w o u l d  r e s u l t  in 192,Ol:LI:)  f e w e r
pounds of vegetation being used yearly . f e w e r  heavily  impacted
areas near Lale  Pleasant  and springs and wash bottoms. and less
vegetatlan re”o\,al  I” d e s e r t  tortolsc  habltet.

The alternatIve  C management for the Sllverbell  KCA  should reCog-
n~:e  t h e  “important” habltat for the desert tortoise  and be
modlfled to show management emphasis  for the desert tortoise.

which. 85 we stated earllet-. should be compllmentarv  to the
desert  blqhorn  sheep.

18-15. Vehicular access restrictions for the Picacho
Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area are stated
in Table 2-4 on page 28 of the draft RWP/EIS.

M-16. Refer to response 18-7.

18-17. Desert tortoise densities would be monitored using the
guidelines shown in Table 2-8 of this document. BLM
specialists would determine when significant change
has occurred.

As regards the rest of  thle  planning effort.  we recommend ~m-



plementing  AlternatIve  R. w i t h  modlflcations desperately needed
for the Plcacho  Mountains  Special Management Area.

The Desert Tortoise  Council stands ready to assist  w1  th develop-
ment of Special Management  Areas  and management prescriptions  for
them. The Council  also holds in Its  membership  experts on desert
tortoise  biology.  e c o l o g y , conservatlan  at-ea  design. alze, a n d
management. We would  be pleased to assist  you with  any  desert
tortoise  c0nservat10n  e f f o r t s .

We urge you to bul Id a” what you appear  to have 1” mind  as active
beneficial  management for the desert tortoise.  but to tale these
b o l d  s t e p s  with  a  c l e a r  Lnowledge  o f  t h e  res.ource‘5  biology a n d  a
c l e a r  c h a r g e  o f  establlshlnq  a r e a s  l a r g e  e n o u g h  t o  malntaln  VI-
able populations of desert tortoises  and other wlldllfe through
the very long term.

Senior Co-Chairman

CC: 3 .  David  Almand. HLM Washlngton  Offlce



19
MI-.  Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
ADril  15.  1988
Page  2

Also ,  i t  i s  poss ib le  8  second pipel ine to  Holbrook could be nee;;zut;
the future, depending on the  amount  of  growth in  the  area .
such a pipeline ever be needed, El  Paso  would prefer  to  bui ld  it
para l le l  to  the  ex is t ing  pipe l ine . We request  that ,  in  the Resource
Management Plan, BLM retain the option to authorize a parallel pipeline
adjacent to the existing Holbrook Line, provided construct ion of  such a

I
pipeline would not harm Peebles Navajo cactus.

Finally, the impact of ACEC designation on operation of El Paso’s pipe-
line will not be fully known until the site-specific management plan for
the ACEC is developed. When preparation of that plan begins, El Paso
requests  the  opportunity  to  part ic ipate . E l  Paso  i s  commit ted  to
operat ing  and mainta in ing  i t s  p ipe l ine  in  a  manner  that  protects  Peebles
Navajo cactus.

El Paso
Wwal  Sar  Compmq

April 15, 1989

19-

Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Area Manager
Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Reference: Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Tower:

EI  Paso  Natura l  Gas  Company (El  Paso)  operates  one  of  the  country ’s
l a r g e s t  n a t u r a l  g a s  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s y s t e m s , located in  the  southwestern
United States. Since  a  number  of  E l  Paso ’s  p ipe l ines  and compressor
stat ions are  wi th in  the  Phoenix  Resource  Area ,  we  have  a  v i ta l  in teres t
in the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s)  land and resource manage-
meat  p lanning  for  the  area .

We are  par t i cu lar ly  in teres ted  in  BLM’s  proposa l  to  es tab l i sh  a  Tanner
Wash  Resource Conservat ion Area (RCA).  Three of  the  seven proposed
RCAs  ident i f ied in  the  Draf t  Phoenix  Resource  Management  Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (RMPIEIS)  would have El Paso pipellnes
within them. The  pipe l ines  in  the  S i lver  Be l l  and Black  Canyon RCAs
would be in  designated ut i l i ty  corr idors ;  the  pipel ine  in  the  Tanner
Wash RCA would  not  be.

E l  P a s o ’ s  4-112”  Q.D. Holbrook Line  crosses  the  nor theast  por t ion  of
the  proposed Tanner  Wash RCA,  a l l  o f  which  i s  a l so  proposed as  an
a r e a  of  cr i t i ca l  envi ronmenta l  concern  (ACEC)  for  protect ion of  the
endangered Peebles Navajo  cactus . The  lands  tha t  E l  Paso ’ s  l ine
crosses  are  current ly  owned by  the  S ta te  o f  Ar izona  (Sets.  2 0  a n d  2 8 ,
T -18 -N. R - 2 0 - E )  a n d  p r i v a t e  p a r t i e s  (Sees. 1 9  a n d  21, T-19-!,
R - 2 0 - E ) . BLM proposes  to  acquire  these  lands  in  exchange  for  pubhc

-1  lands  e lsewhere .

El  Paso  wishes  to  cooperate  in  e f for ts  to  protec t  Peebles  Nava jo  c a c t u s
and would support  es tabl ishment  of  the  Tanner  Wash RCA/ACEC,
provided cont inued operat ion and maintenance of  our  pipel ine  is  not
res tr ic ted unnecessar i ly . We request  that  the proposed Resource
Management  P lan  and F ina l  EIS  speci f ica l ly  recognize  the  need for
cont inued operat ion  and maintenance  of  E l  Paso’s  4-112”  Holbrook  Line
in  the  Tanner  Wash RCAIACEC.

Thank you for  the  opportunity  to comment  on the  Draft  Phoenix
RMPlElS.

Yours  t ruly ,

T&-7v”S

J o h n  A .  Sproul.  J r .
Senior Environmental Scientist
Environmental P Safety Affairs Department

19-1. Existing rights-of-way would be honored on acquired
land. A second pipeline paralleling the existing one z
should not negatively impact populat,ions  of Peebles E
Navajo cacti  in the area. f

cn
The BLM’s  Phoenix District would welcome the
cooperation of El Paso Natural Gas Company in
developing a plan for maintaining its pipeline in a 2
manner  cons is tent  wi th  the conservat ion of  Peebles
Navajo cactus. $
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21-l . The Ragged Top Wilderness Study Area (WSA) cannot be
expanded and recommended for wilderness. Land west
and south of the WSA includes private and state land
not under wilderness study. Public land in these
areas was considered for wilderness study status in
1979 and 1980, but was dropped from further
consideration. This public land was found to be
unnatural : powerlines, roads,  jeep trai ls  and
evidence of mining were considered to be substantially
noticeable. Moreover, public land south of Ragged Top
lacked wilderness character,  particularly solitude
opportunities.

21-2. The White Canyon WSA is known to have important
mineral resources and was not recommended for
wilderness by the BLM. BLM studies indicate that
potential  development of  a copper ore body is  possible -
in the future on mining claims presently located in or 3
near the southeastern part of the WSA.
outstanding scenic,

White Canyon’s z
wildlife and cultural values would

be protected as part of an ACEC with ORV travel closed 8
or l imited to existing roads and trails and no land
use authorizations.

s
21-3. Refer to response 34-30.
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21-4 . Grazing management for the Phoenix Resource Area has
been addressed in the Range Program Summary - Record s
of Decision for the Eastern Arizona Grazing FEIS. The 0
proposed RMP for the Phoenix Resource Area states
prescriptions which would affect grazing management in z
several SMAs and the Larry Canyon ACEC. Grazing use z
and rangeland condition would be monitored throughout 3
the Resource Area. This information would provide
data needed to make decisions concerning livestock
adjustments.
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j Nit& / The Arizona Nature Conservancy
I CO’Sew’T’  1 300  LastUniversityBoulevard.Suite  ~30.Tucson.Arizona85705
i j (602)  622-3861

Mr. Arthur E. Touer
Phoenix  Reaourca  Area  Hanagw
2015 w. Deer  Vallmy  Road
Phoenix, AZ 65027

Dear Mr. Toww-:

In raapon.s  to your Draft Phoenix  Raaource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statwnent,  The Arizona Naturr
Con~orvancy  aubnita  the following comnw'its. In accord with
the ns,or  snphaals of our organization, out‘ commenta ax-0
directed towarda  propoard nsnagenent  action8  related  to
eeneitive plsnta  and anlmsla  and l igniflcsnt natural areaa.

SENSITIVE PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES

1. We strongly  mupport  the propomad  aouthrrn  boundary area
for the White  Canyon RCA. Acuna  Valley  cactus,
(Echinoasrtus  arectrocsntrq var m), a Category 1

22-I  plant known from only thrro  populationa,  occur-  along the
edges of Box'0 Warh  within the propoerd  RCA boundary arma.
We l trongly l upport Altarnativr B boundary sr.a  for this  RCA
aa it contsinm more  potrntlal  habitat for the plant.

2. Wa strongly  support  your proposal  to retain  640 acrea  of
Astraqaluo habitat ad]acent  ot Petrified National
nonumrnt.

3. Your propoasd  action appeara  to have tha potentlal  to
impact several  listed  epecire. WI requemt  that m formal

22-2 Section 7 coneultstlon  be inltiatmd  vlth  the USFWS. The
DEIS ie not adequate aa a biologicsl  asmeaenent of how tha
BLN decided that particular T&E l peciar and/or their
habitats would not be rignlflcantly  impacted.

4. We raqueat  that all tract.8 which contain perennial
eectlone  of etrean  that aupport  Little Colorado River
spinedace  be retained in public ownerehlp. The public land

22-3  along Silver Creek ia the Only land  below the town of Sliver
Creek in federal ownerahlp. Dispoml  of these tracts would
eeriously  undermine sny futura  recovrry  meamutes that  can ba
undertakmn  whlla  th, land im I" public ownrrrhip (r.g.

22-l . The boundaries of the White Canyon RCA have been
revised in this proposed RMP to exclude the area of
Box-O Wash where the Acuna Valley pineapple cactus is
known to occur (see White Canyon RCA map 2-7 in this
document). The State Land Department has identified
the state land in the area for retention to benefit
the State School Trust. Since the state land is not
available for exchange, there is no opportunity for
the BLM to acquire Acuna Valley pineapple cactus
habitat .

22-2. The BLM’s  Phoenix District is aware of  its
responsibilities under the Endangered Species  Act.
Appropriate consultation is initiated with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service on any pending actions which
may affect federally listed species or which are
likely to jeopardize a species proposed for l isting. z

Refer also to the General Response to Comments on :
Section 7 consultation. P

22-3. Any future recovery efforts to benefit Little Colorado
River soinedace  in Silver Creek would reauire the

3
7

cooperaiion  of non-public landowners along  92 percent Ei
of the creek. The BLM’s  Phoenix District initiated
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 5
in June 1988 to study the question. Pending the r/l
outcome of the consultation, the Silver Creek parcels P
will remain in public ownership. 0

Formal listing of the Little Colorado River spinedace z
occurred as the draft RMP/EIS  was being printed. The
current threatened status of  the species is noted in %
this document. i2

%
cn
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22 -5

inetream  flow protection) and could nacrssitatm future
expenditurea o f  p u b l i c  dollarr. Plmamr  notm  that thim
epecler  ir now lieted  thraatenad.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

1. We command your propoard  action which l rmkm to dealgnat*
aevr"  site-  MJ Aream of Critical Environmrntsl Concern. Am
you are undoubtedly awmro this  ir thr firmt  draft RNP  which
propoe.m  to dr~lgnst. ACECs in Arizona. Bravo1

2. Implement Alternative C for thr Pmrry  Canyon ACEC within
the final preferred action and expand  thim  ACEC boundary
area to include portion= of Silver Crmrk  (1. drpictrd  on the
enclosed nap. This  short  l mction of perennial water
provides habitat for fila  internmu  e frdrral  Category 2
fish known from frwrr  than 20 l item in  thm rtats  and an
exemplary riparian habitat which includmr cienrga,  .a
globally threatened plant  community, bordmrrd  b y  drciduour
broadleaf tiparian forsmt.

3 . A 101‘.  informativs  pre8antation im nrcaaoary for the
public to understand why certain armem  w.~e  not rvalustmd
for ACEC daaignation a* atatrd  on page  42. Although w.
nominated two siter  for con~ideratlon.  WI WOI.  nrver
formally inform-d  am to tha  reason-  why thm  Tule  Creak  aitr
use  reJected. We recomnmnd that a more in-depth snalyaim be
preaantad  aa t o  w h y  ar.a. w-r.  rmjacted. Thir  will provide
the public with a" opportunity to furthor  document tha
inportancr or relmvancm of math  alto.

4. We strongly support  the  proposrd  Tanner  Waah,  Wsterran
Nountaln  and Applmton-Whittal ACECa. wa also  strongly
support thr Larry Canyon ACEC with tha  abovr  notrd
recomnondation.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION, SPECIAL and COOPERATIVE
RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREAS

22-61  ‘*
It la not clear  how thm SUAa  in Tablm  2-4 r-late to tha

Maps on psgea  67 - 81. Plmaee  clarify.

22-71  2*
Includr  protrctio" of l cologlcal vslumm  of Tuls  Crrak  in

the management goal=  of the  Willlan~ Hers  IRMA.

22-8  3-I
Your inclusion  of such  a voluminous  limt  of SI4Am

ruggertm  that you arm moving towarda  a National Formmt  LNP

22-4 * The proposed RMP has adopted the draft RMP/EIS
preferred alternative ACEC boundaries within the Black
Canyon RCA. Upon acquisition, the Silver Creek area
of Perry Mesa would be managed following BLM riparian ii?0
management guidelines.

22-5 * The two formal ACEC nominations submitted by the oa
Nature Conservancy (i .e. , Nichol Turk’s head cactus z
habitat and Tule Creek) were the only ones received
from the public.

3
The Nichol Turk’s head cactus

nomination has been incorporated into the proposed
Waterman Mountains ACEC. The Tule Creek nomination
was evaluated by the interdisciplinary team and found
to be lacking in qualities associated with ACEC
designation. The presence of an introduced population
of the endangered Gila  topminnow gives the area
relevance, but the removal of the population by
flooding has occurred in the past,  thus seriously
limiting the importance of the area for topminnow.
The presence of  a small  cienega is interesting, but
not unique, and cannot be considered a remnant of
riverine cienegas which have largely disappeared
because of channeling and dewatering.

22-6. The deficiency has been corrected in this proposed
RMP/FEIS  document.

22-7 * As part of the Williams Mesa Special Management Area,
consideration of Tule Creek would be included in the
activity plan developed for the area.

22-g. The BLM’s  Phoenix District expects to reach the
management goals proposed. Dividing the entire
resource area into management units has been tried in
the past and found to be inferior to the Resource
Management Plan.
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22-11

2 2 - 1 2

approach which dividrm  thr For-at into vmriour  management
unita. If thla  ia  thr  cm. .  why not  be mar.  conplato and
includr  all thr land-  that ar.  manag-d  by tha  Rerourca  Area?
While  I find your intmntionm  to develop activity plans for
l ach SfiA commrndsblo. raalimticslly w. question the  ability
of the  BLR, glv,n  varloua tire and r..ourc. conatrainta,  to
actually drvolop thrao plow.

4. WI mr.  concrrnrd about tha  propowd  CRHAI. While in
cartai"  "OrrOwly  prarcribrd i"ata"COO  Joint q a"agrme"t Of
public  landr  lm brnrflcial. thr lsrgr  -cala  approach
propormd  here  . ..I. dsngmroualy .xcromivr. A cynical
prrrprctlvr would br that CRI(Am  arm  a crrativa variation on
the public landr dirposal program proporad in the  early
19808  (1.0. thr “Ssgrbruah  rrbmllion").

On psg. 31 thr document l tstra that thasm  area. havr  been
identiflrd  for "intmnrivr rrcrrario"  "I..-  and that each
se.a  would br JOintI,'  managed board  upon a cooperative
msnagrmmt  agrornmnt  brtwaan  the  BLH and county or state
park=  agrncy. WI quo8tion tha  appropriatrnem- of targrting
aream for intrnmivr  rrcrrstion "II.  without a careful
l valuatio" of tha  impactm  of much u.... We al40 or.
concorned about the  lwol of public input that we can
1 anticipate whrn much cooperative msnagrint agreemrnta are
drvrlopmd.

With in mind, WI rrquamt  that Altmrnatlvm C for the Silver
B-11  RCA and that thr Smwtooth  Mountaina br dropped from
further conrideration a. a CRWA. We would not bm oppomcd  to
a modification of Altrrnstivo C to UL.  thm  Alternative B
boundary ar.a  on thr ,aat  boundary of thr RCA.

5 . Thr proposed  Picacho Mountain  Dmmott  Tortoiar Msnagenent
Arma, whil.  commrndabla 1~ inadrqustr  givr”  thr habitat
currrntly includrd  in tha  propoamd  boundary arma.  We
rrcommand  that thm  BLR drvrlop  boundariro that include more
optimal tortoiar habitat and identify  thomo  trees  for
acquis1tlon. WI l uggrat th- aouthrrn  and l aatern boundsriem

1 br rrpandrd  to includm  mar.  of th.  mountsi"  baleda.

6 . WI rrcommrnd  that the  boundary at-ma  for the  Black Canyon
RCA ba l xpsndrd to include E l/2 S 6 Tl2N  R3E and SW l/4 S
31 T13N  R3E. Thim  would l naur. that the  rntire  perennial
rtrrtch  of Ash Crmmk  im  protrctrd in  fad-real ownership.
27.5 rilrr  of riperlan habitat currently  in public ownership
are  l latrd for dirporal under your preferred action and wa
urge  you to agrramlvrly off-& the-m  lo=ooa  by identifying

22-9. We do not agree that creation of Cooperative
Recreation Management Areas (CRMAs)  results in public
land disposal . The public retains ownership of the
CRMA and management of these areas would be consistent
with federal environmental protection laws and
regulations.

22-10. The request has been noted. Considering the needs of
local communities for open-space and developed
recreation areas, however, the BLM has incorporated
the draft RMP/EIS  preferred alternative proposals for
CBMAs into the proposed IMP.

s

2
z

22-11. See comment 18-7. 2

22-12. The potential  loss of  riparian habitat under the
preferred alternative is more than offset by the z
proposed acquisition of  53 miles of  riparian  habitat
representing a potential 36 percent increase. d
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for scquieitian  (II  many areaa  aa pomeible  ulth high rlparlan
habitat values.

We apprezlate  the opportunity to participstr  in  th is
planning procees  and look forward to our continuing
involvemrnt.
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5UlJllC1 Phoenix Resource Management Plan 6 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
vo Phoenix Reeource  Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona I35027

23- I

1
f

i

. We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject DEIS and offer the
‘ollowlng  comments:

a. As shown on the attached map, the three Resource Areas evaluated in
your DEIS (North Central Portion, South Central Portion, and Apache-Navajo
Portion) are subject to numerous  military overflights in  their vicinity in
the form of VFX  and IFR training missions. Inasmuch 88  military
overflights  do have the potential to occasionally disrupt the solitude and
naturalness of areas directly under their flight paths, we recommend you
include coneideratio”  of such activities in your discussion and
decision-making procese.  Within that context, we further recommend you
consider location, altitude, and frequency of flights.
b. Areas which are appropriate for military overflights and low altitude
training route8  are becoming increasingly rye. In selecting overflight
training routes, the Air Force must consider mission requirements and fuel
costs a8  well as e”viro”mental  constraints. Ideally, training routes are
located within areas which: are relatively isolated, have diverse
topography and minimal commercial activity, maintain sparse human
populations, and contain lande  under federal jurisdiction. It is obvious
that these ChareWterifStiC8  are also compatible to a large degree with
potential wilderness areas. Therefore, even though several of the areas
being proposed are subject to air training activities, the Air Force
generally aupports  designation of wilderness areas provided such
designations, and subsequent management thereof, do not restrict u8e  of
the airspace for military overflights.

We hope these comments are useful in  your planning process. If we can be
assistance in  any manner, please contact the undersigned or Mr. Michael Tyeo f

at (415)  556-0557.

p&PAd
PHILLIP  E. LAMNI,  Chief
Environmental Planning Division

1 Atch: Training Route Map

23-l. There is no specific prohibition of military
overflight above designated wilderness areas by
aircraft on essential military training missions.
Where low overflight is or is expected to become a
concern, wilderness management plans would provide for
liaison between the BLM and the military to resolve
any overflight problem.

s

CC: AF/LEEVN  (Fordham)
AFREP/FAA
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CnPL~ohr24a  Odd*ce
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A p r i l  2 1 ,  1988

All
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ON

RE: BLM’s P H O E N I X  D R A F T  RMP/EIS

Mr . Airchur L, T o w e r
P h o e n i x  Resource  A r e a  Mandger
Bureau  of  Ldnd  Ndnagement
2315  U. Deer  V a l l e y  Koad
Pheunix.  Au  ti50.27

!:.ation,il  P,ir~s  a n d  Cunservation  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  a  n o n p r o f i t
srolbership  o r g a n i z a t i o n . f o u n d e d  6 9  y e a r s  a g o  t o  p r o m o t e  t h e
p r o t e c t i o n , e n h a n c e m e n t , a n d  p u b l i c  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e
n a t I ‘1  II  ‘3  1 ,I  d r II s y s t e m  a n d  r e l a t e d  p u b l i c  l a n d s ,  a p p r e c i a t e s
this  oppvrtunlty to o f f e r  3 f e w  c o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  D e c e m b e r  1467
r‘hoenix  i!?iP/EIS  D r a f t .

I n  general,  w e s u p p o r t  a n d  a r e  p l e a s e d  w i t h  A l t e r n a t i v e  B
(Preierred  A l t e r n a t i v e ) .  .

.  .  to c o n s o l i d a t e  o w n e r s h i p  a n d  i n t e n s i v e l y  m a n a g e
Idnds  wlillin  seven  Hesource  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A r e a s  (KCAs);

.  LO  t r a n s f e r  up  to 4 , 0 0 0  a c r e s  of  BLN l a n d s  t o
Prltriilcd  F o r e s t  E:ational  i ’ a r k ;

. tc c , > 11  s 0 I 1  d : 1 t e 4 1 I r i R  I‘ e and  sul~srrrface  e s t a t e s  thro”#h
arquisitiun  b y  exci,.lnge  0in o n f e d e r a l  m i n e r a l  estdte  under-
lying  f~‘derdl  surface  l>oldings--to  r e t a i n  f e d e r a l  s u b s u r f a c e
ciiner.21  estate  dnii  a c q u i r e  thr<lugh  exchange  411  n o n f e d e r a l
subsurf,tce  estate  witilin  RCAs.  CHMAs,  a n d  RoPP  l e a s e s ;

l  to enlldnce  a n d  p r o t e c t  s o m e  7 4  m i l e s  o f  RMP  areds’
riparian  h a b i t a t  a n d  a c q u i r e  sume  5 4  m i l e s  01  s t a t e - o w n e d
ripnrian  h a b i t a t  w i t h i n  KCAs;

l  to r o u t e  utilities’ f a c i l i t i e s  either  a l o n g  existing
utility  s y s t e m s  or  50  3s L O  a v o i d  k n o w n  high  n a t u r a l  o r  cultur-
.I1  LesUurCe  .,reas;



being Baboquivari Peak, Waterman Mountains, White Canyon,
Larry Canyon. Tanner Wash, Appleton-Whittell, and Perry Mesa;

Oto establish 19 Special Management Areas; and

ato close  some 11,760 acres  and b.5 miles of existing
roads/trails to motorized vehicles--within ACECs and SMAs.

Regarding the ACECs, we do question whether Alt. B offers
* large  enough *I** to provide comprehensive protective manage-
ment of White Canyon. We normally view such area*  as benefiting
from t"pogr*phic*lly/hydrologic*lly oriented boundaries. W h i l e
AIL. B's boundary encompasses tile  tlrart  of White Canyon, it does
omit some of the tributary drainages leading into White Canyon--
notably in Sections 10 and 15. The White Canyon ACEC would, it
seems to us, be more complete as an ecological unit were it to
include not only those two sections, but the northern one-half
of Sec. 22, sec. 12. and the three-quarters of Sec. 13  not in-
side the Alt. B boundary. This would add about 2.720 acre* to
Alt. B's 2,400 acres for a total of about 5,120 acres.

We support the Tanner Wash ACEC and hope that an agreement
can be reached by which the National Park Service  (Petrified
Forest National Park) can be given protective management authori-
ty over this critical habitat of the Peebles  Navajo Cactus
(Pediocactus  peeblesianus, var. peeblesianus), a federally
listed endangered species, and the Sword Milkvetch (Astragalus
xipholdes), a candidate for federal listing. (Incidentally, -
on page 145 are two references to the "U.S.Park  Service," which
should be changed to "National Park Service.")

We enthusiastically support the Perry Mesa ACEC, and the
related goal of exchanging state lands out of 8,480 acres of
this vicinity. We do not understand, however, why lands ac-
quired from the State of Arizona would be opened to mineral
lea*i"g/*ale*. It is our understanding that at least some of
those state lands alsn contain sienifirnnt  nrchaeolngicnl  rc-
*O"rCeS; that such lands ought to be withdrawn from mineral
entry; that the existing "National Register Archaeological
District" should be expanded; and that BLM should implement ‘1

24-1 program  of protective management  of this entire,  expanded
cultural re*ource*  district. The ruins of "a large complex
of Pueblo-like communities" (containing villages of more than
200 rooms each) built along the middle Agua Fria River (in
Agua Fria and Squaw Creek canyons) by A.D. 1200, as well as
evidences of other archaeological resources, clearly merit
greatly enhanced protection from vandalism, looting, and other
kinds of impairment. This protective management will predictably
become increasingly vital as Black Canyon City, Phoenix, and
other cities continue to grow rapidly.

Kegarding  the proposed -Larry Canyon  ACEC, we would

24-2 simply suggest that it be joined to nearby Perry Mesa ACEC
so that the manageability of that area of ACEC-worthy re-
sources may be simplified.

Comment Letter No. 24

24-l . The BLM’s  Phoenix District would prepare a Cultural
Resource Project Plan for the Perry Mesa ACEC upon
designation. The BLM would state specific measures 3
(including anti-vandalism measures) to protect and
enhance the cultural values on Perry Mesa.

s

24-2. The proposed RMP in this document identifies Larry H
Canyon and Perry Mesa as two ACECs. The special K
features of  each area are so different that each z
deserves separate recognition. T;1
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In t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  A l t .  C ’ s P e r r y  M e s a  A C E C  d i s c u s s i o n ,

w e  o p p o s e  t h a t  o p t i o n  t h a t  w o u l d  a l l o w  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a d d i t i o n a l
t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e s s o  a s  t o  v i s u a l l y  i m p a i r  t h e  N a t i o n a l
R e g i s t e r  A r c h a e o l o g i c a l  D i s t r i c t . T h u s , A l t .  B  i s  p r e f e r a b l e .

W e  a l s o  s u p p o r t  O K V  r e s t r i c t i o n s  w i t h i n  a l l  ACECsto  e x i s t -
i n g  r e a d i l y  d e f i n a b l e  r o a d s . T h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  o n  O R V  t r a v e l  i s
p a r t i c u l a r l y  u r g e n t  w i t h i n  t h e  P e r r y  M e s a  A C E C . I n  f a c t ,  w e
u r g e  t h a t , w h e r e  p o s s i b l e , r o a d s / t r a i l s  t h a t  d e m o n s t r a b l y  OK
p r o b a b l y  r e l a t e  t o  c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e  v a n d a l i s m / l o o t i n g  b e  c l o s e d
w i t h i n  t h e  A C E C  o r  o n  a d j a c e n t  l a n d s . C a r e f u l  m o n i t o r i n g  i s ,
o f  tourse, a f u n d a m e n t a l  p a r t  o f  e n h a n c e d  p r o t e c t i v e  m a n a g e m e n t .
W e  u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  c o o p e r a t i v e  o v e r f l i g h t  s u r v e i l l a n c e s  o f  t h e
P e r r y  M e s a  p u e b l o  r u i n s  a r e  p e r i o d i c a l l y  c a r r i e d  o u t ;  w e  c o m m e n d
t h e  B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  f o r  t h i s  e f f o r t  a n d  u r g e  i t  b e
c o n t i n u e d , i n  c o n c e r t  w i t h  o t h e r  k i n d s  o f  m o n i t o r i n g . A r e  t h e r e
v o l u n t e e r s  ( p r i v a t e  i n d i v i d u a l s  s u c h  a s  l o c a l  r a n c h e r s )  w h o  c a n
b e c o m e  p a r t  o f  a  r e g u l a r  m o n i t o r i n g / n e t w o r k i n g  s y s t e m ? We urge
t h a t  t h e  RMP/ElS  d o c u m e n t  b e  e x p a n d e d  t o  i n d i c a t e  p r o t e c t i v e
m a n a g e m e n t  o f  c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  i n  t h i s  a n d  o t h e r  ACECs,  RCAs,
a n d  o t h e r  a r e a s .

W e  a r e  r e a l l y  p l e a s e d  w i t h  t h e  p r o p o s e d  A C E C  d e s i g n a t i o n
o f  B L M  l a n d s  w i t h i n  t h e  N a t i o n a l  A u d u b o n  S o c i e t y ’ s  Appleton-
Whittell  B i o l o g i c a l  R e s e a r c h  S a n c t u a r y ,  a n d  p l a n s  t o  m a n a g e
t h o s e  p u b l i c  l a n d s  c o o p e r a t i v e l y  w i t h  t h e  R e s e a r c h  R a n c h .

R e g a r d i n g  t h e  s t u n n i n g l y  s c e n i c  B a b o q u i v a r i  P e a k  A C E C ,  w e
h o p e  B L M  w i l l  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  b e  a b l e  t o  e x p a n d  t h i s  a r e a - -
p o s s i b l y  t h r o u g h  l a n d  e x c h a n g e s ,  d o n a t i o n s  o f  p r o p e r t y ,  o r
p u r c h a s e s  o f  l a n d s  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e  A C E C  i n  A l t a r  V a l l e y . The
p r e s e n t l y  p r o p o s e d  s e c t i o n - l i n e  b o u n d a r y  a l o n g  t h e  ACEC’s  e a s t
s i d e  d o e s  n o t  p r o v i d e  a topographically/hydr”logic.~lly  o r  a d -
m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  l o g i c a l  u n i t . We hope  eventual ly  the  ACEC can
b e  e x t e n d e d  e a s t w a r d  a  m i l e  or  s o , b r i n g i n g  i n  t h e  e c o l o g i c a l l y
i m p o r t a n t  u p p e r  r e a c h e s  o f  S a b i n ”  a n d  B r o w n  c a n y o n s ;  a n d  p e r h a p s
e x t e n d e d  s o u t h w a r d ,  a s  w e l l , t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  u p p e r  r e a c h e s  o f
Thomas  and  Weaver  canyons . I t  w o u l d  b e  f u r t h e r  o f  g r e a t  b e n e -
f i t  f o r  B L M  eventuallv  L o  a c q u i r e  t h e  A l t a r  V a l l e y  r a n c h  l a n d s
a l l  t h e  w a y  e a s t w a r d  ;o H i g h w a y  2 8 6 , s o  t h a t  t h e
p a n o r a m a  o f  B a b o q u i v a r i  P e a k  a n d  a d j a c e n t  s u m m i t
c a n  b e  p e r m a n e n t l y  p r o t e c t e d .

magn i f i c ent
s o f  t h e  r a n g e

F i n a l l y , r e g a r d i n g  t w o  o f  the p r o p o s e d  Spec ial Management
A r e a s :  (I) w e  f u l l y  s u p p o r t  BLM/State o f  A r i z o n a ‘s  s t a r e  L a n d
D e p a r t m e n t ’ s  e f f o r t s ,  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  “ S a n t a  R i t a E x c h a n g e , ”  t o

.eek a ”  e x c h a n g e  o f  s o m e  6 0 . 0 0 0  a c r e s  o f  s t a t e  t r u s t  l a n d s
Jut o f  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R e s o u r c e  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A r e a  a n d  i t s
t w o  p r o p o s e d  S p e c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  A r e a s ;  a n d  ( 2 )  w e  l i k e w i s e
s u p p o r t  a  s i m i l a r  e x c h a n g e  o f  some 1 6 , 0 0 0  a c r e s  o f  s t a t e
l a n d s  out o f  t h e  a r e a  a r o u n d  L a k e  P l e a s a n t ,  w i t h i n  t h e  L a k e
P l e a s a n t  R e s o u r c e  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A r e a ’ s  S p e c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  A r e a s .
T h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  C o r r i d o r  a n d  L a k e  P l e a s a n t  a r e a  a r e  b o t h
h i g h l y  s c e n i c  l a n d s c a p e s
e c o l o g i c a l ,

,  c o n t a i n i n g  o u t s t a n d i n g  g e o l o g i c a l ,
a n d  c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s . T h e  H i e r o g l y p h i c  M o u n t a i n s

a r e a  o f  t h e  L a k e  P l e a s a n t  R C A  i s  a  p a r t i c u l a r l y  o u t s t a n d i n g  a n d
r u g g e d  S o n o r a ”  D e s e r t  l a n d s c a p e  w h i c h ,
t ive  management  by  the  BLM,

w i t h o u t  s p e c i a l  p r o t e c -
w o u l d  b e  almat  s u r e l y  i n  t h e  p a t h

o f  r a p i d l y  e x p a n d i n g  P h o e n i x . W e  o n l y  w i s h  t h e r e  w e r e  a  w a y
t o  add  m o r e  o r  e v e n  a l l  o f  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  d e s e r t  l a n d s  s t r e t c h i n g
f a r t h e r  w e s t  a l o n g  t h e  n o r t h  s i d e  o f  R o u t e  74...to t h e  j u n c t i o n
w i t h  H i g h w a y  60189.

A s  f o r  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R C A , t h i s  i s  a n  u n u s u a l l y  s c e n i c
a n d  e c o l o g i c a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  s t r e t c h  o f  c o u n t r y  r e a c h i n g  f r o m
t h e  n o r t h e r n  e n d  o f  t h e  Sonoran D e s e r t ,  n o r t h w a r d  a n d  o n t o  t h e
h i g h - d e s e r t , l a v a f l o w - c a p p e d  m e s a  l a n d  h i g h  a b o v e  B l a c k  C a n y o n .
W e  c o m m e n d  B L M  f o r  w o r k i n g  w i t h  t h e  S t a t e  o f  A r i z o n a  t o  b r i n g
t h e s e  p u b l i c  l a n d s  a l l  u n d e r  f e d e r a l  m a n a g e m e n t .

Again , our  t h a n k s  f o r  t h i s  c h a n c e  LO o f f e r  a  f e w  o f  our
c o m m e n t s .

RDB/prb
c c  : D. D e a n  B i b l e s S o u t h w e s t - h - C a l i f o r n i a  Representac~ve

B o x  6 7 . C o t t o n w o o d ,  A Z  86326
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Rrthur  E.  T o w e r
20 April 1988

Phoenix R e s o u r c e  A r e a  Renaper
Burrau  o f  L a n d  Managerent
2015 West Doer Valley Reed
P h o e n i x , A r i z o n a  8 5 0 2 7

D e a r  Mr.  T o w e r :

T h e  P r e s c o t t  A u d u b o n  Conservation Committee ir p l e a s e d  t o
rempond t o  t h e  DRCIFT o f  R e s o u r c e s  Hanaaerent  P l a n  L
S v i  0  r e n t a l  Irorct  S t a t e r e n t D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 7 ,  i s s u e d  b y  t h e
P:oeLi:  District Off,ice  o f  the’U.S. B u r e a u  o f  L a n d
Ilrnagrrent.

P o s i t i o n

T h e  P r e s c o t t  A u d u b o n  Society e n d o r s e s  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f
“ b l o c k i n g  u p ” t h e  o w n e r s h i p  o f  p u b l i c  l a n d s  u n d e r  t h e
m a n a g e m e n t  o f  o n e  entity, a s  s e t  f o r t h  in t h e  D R A F T  P l a n .

I n  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  this c o n c e p t ,  re  f u r t h e r  e n d o r s e  t h e
p r o p o s e d  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  a n d  t h e  L a k e
Plermrnt  Rarource  C o n s e r v a t i o n  Areas  (RCAsI a s  d e l i n e a t e d  o n
Raps  2 - S  a n d  2 - 9 , p a g e s  5 2  a n d  53  o f  t h e  D R A F T  P l a n ,  except
t h a t  w.  urgr:

25-l

25-2

(11  E x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  e a s t e r n  b o u n d a r y  o f  t h e  L a k e  P l e a s a n t
R C A  t o  t h r  erst  o f  I - 1 7  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  l a n d s  t h e r e  w h i c h
g i v e  rprcirl  scenic  v a l u e  t o  t h e  p o r t i o n  o f I - 1 7  b e t w e e n
N e w  River a n d  R o c k  Springs--specifically fror  t h e  first
l art-west rection  line south of the Table Mountain
Intrrchrngr  n o r t h  to t h e  Hrricopr  C o u n t y  L i n e ;

(2) Locrtion o f  t h e  s o u t h e r n  b o u n d a r y  o f  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n
R C A  e t  t h r  n o r t h  s i d e  o f  D o g  T r a c k / S q u a w  P e a k  R o a d  i n s t e a d
o f  o n e  rile  n o r t h - - a t  l e a s t  f o r  o n e - h a l f ,  a n d  p r e f e r a b l y
onr rile o n  e a c h  s i d e  o f  I - 1 7 ;  a n d ,

25-1. Refer to response 17-1.

25-2. The southern boundary of the proposed Black Canyon RCA
and the eastern boundary of the proposed Lake Pleasant
RCA have been expanded to include most of the
described land. See maps 2-8 and 2-9 in this document iiII,
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(3)  Review  o f  t h e  u t i l i t y  corridors  p r o p o s e d  I” t h e  B l a c k

25-3 C a n y o n  RCC\  t o  f i n d  a  r o u t e  f o r  a n y  a d d i t i o n a l  line(s)
w h i c h  w o u l d  n e i t h e r  comp~-omlse  v i e w s  f r o m  I - 1 7  n o r  I n t r u d e
a r c h e o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  o n  P e r r y  M e s a .

I n  u r g i n g  t h e s e  modifications, w e  a r e  looking  f o r w a r d  t o  I - 1 7
b e i n g  d e s i g n a t e d  a  “Scenic  Hlghnay” b y  t h e  fit-lzona  D e p a r t m e n t
o f  Transportation, a c t i n g  u n d e r  FIRS  4 1 - 4 1 2  t h r o u g h  41-518.

O u r  C o n s e r v a t i o n  C o m m i t t e e  i s  p r o p o s i n g  t h a t  t h e  P r e s c o t t
Audubon S o c i e t y  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a n d  s u p p o r t  a  c o a l i t i o n  o f
o t h e r  c o n c e r n e d  private  a n d  public  entItles  t h a t  ~111  I” t h e
near f u t u r e  r e q u e s t  t o  desIgnate  I - 1 7  a  “Scenic  Hlghnay”--
p r o b a b l y  f r o m  t h e  j u n c t i o n  o f  I - 1 7  a n d  S t a t e  7 4  a t  t h e
Carefree/Wickenburg  I n t e r c h a n g e  n o r t h  t o  t h e  c i t y  limits  o f
F l a g s t a f f . W e  e x p e c t  o u r -  partlclpatlon  t o  b e  l e d  b y
P r e s c o t t  CIudubon  S o c i e t y  m e m b e r  Haram  Davis,  who h a s  d o n e
substantial  g r o u n d w o r k  i n  exploring t h e  155ue.

W & E x t e n d  L a k e  P l e a s a n t  RCCI  E a s t w a r d

T h e  e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  L a k e  P l e a s a n t  R C A  t o  e n c o m p a s s  t h e
p r e s e n t l y - o w n e d  BLH  a n d  S t a t e  l a n d s - - t r a v e r s e d  b y  1 - 1 7
b e t w e e n  t h e  e a s t - w e s t  s e c t i o n  line  o n e  m i l e  s o u t h  o f  t h e
T a b l e  M o u n t a i n  I n t e r c h a n g e  a n d  t h e  Marlcopa  C o u n t y  L i n e  (Just
s o u t h  o f  R o c k  SprlnqsJ--would  i n s u r e  t h e  s u r v i v a l  o f  o n e  o f
t h e  m o s t  scenic  d e s e r t  l a n d s c a p e s  t o  b e  v i e w e d  f r o m  a  malor.
h i g h w a y  i n  A r i z o n a .

T h o u g h  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  views  w i l l  b e  retalned f o r  t r a v e l e r s  o n
I - 1 7  b y  t h e  establishment  o f  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R C A ,  t h e  d e s e r t
portlon b e l o w  t h e  S u n s e t  R e s t  S t o p  1%.  o n e  o f  transxtion--from
d e s e r t  t o  s e m i d e s e r t  grassland--In  t e r m s  o f  v e g e t a t i o n .  I n
c o n t r a s t , t h e  l a n d s c a p e  South  o f B l a c k  C a n y o n  C i t y  15
representative  o f  t h e  t r u e  Sonoran Desert.and  eapeclally
n o t e d  f o r  Its m a n y  s t a n d s  o f  s a g u a r o s . T h u s  t h e  extension  o f
t h e  L a k e  P l e a s a n t  RCCI  e a s t w a r d  t o  a s s u r e  t h e  survival  o f  this
6cenlc  d e s e r t  a r e a  1s s u r e l y  w a r r a n t e d ;  It 1s a l s o
practicable.

M u c h  o f  t h e  l a n d  I” questlon  1s a l r e a d y  o w n e d  b y  BLM a n d  15
contiguous  with  l a n d  which t h e  EcLM h a s  m a r k e d  f o r  retention
ln  t h e  p r o p o s e d  L a k e  P l e a s a n t  R C P . I n  addltlon,  t h e  B L M  1s
a l r e a d y  planning t o  retain  ownershlp  o f  some  l a n d  east o f  t h e
p r o p o s e d  b o u n d a r y  o f  t h e  L a k e  P l e a s a n t  RCFI  in  o r d e r  t o  l”%.“re
t h e  continuance  o f  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  Hlklng  a n d  Equestrian
Trail.

25-3. The proposed RMEJ in this document includes the utility 2
corridors identified in the preferred alternative of
the draft RMP/EIS. Restricting future facilities to 2
parallel the existing corridor along 1-17 is the 0
environmentally preferred solution.

z
%
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W h y  Chanqe S o u t h e r n  Boundarv  o f  t h e  B l a c k  Canvoh R C A

T h e  p l a c i n g  o f  t h i s  b o u n d a r y  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e  mile  n o r t h  o f
t h e  I - 1 7  I n t e r c h a n g e  w i t h  t h e  Dog  T r a c k / S q u a w  P e a k  R o a d ,  as
p r o p o s e d  i n  t h e  D R A F T  P l a n , r-Irks  d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  t h e  n o r t h
side o f  t h i s  R o a d , a n d  t o  t h e  n o r t h  a l o n g  I - 1 7 ,  w h i c h  c o u l d
d e t r a c t  slqniflcantly  f r o m  t h i s  r e - e n t r y / d e p a r t u r e  p o i n t  f o r
t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R C A  p o r t i o n  o f  “scenic”  I - 1 7 .

W h y  n o t  f o r e s t a l l  a n  a l m o s t  c e r t a i n “dIstractIon  p r o b l e m ”  f o r
t h e  Yavapai  C o u n t y  B o a r d  o f  Supervlsars  b y  s e t t i n g  t h e
b o u n d a r y  o f  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R C A  approximately  o n e  ni le
f a r t h e r  s o u t h  t h a n  n o n  p l a n n e d ’ ? Name1  y, t h e  n o r t h  s i d e  o f
t h e  R O W  f o r  t h e  D o q  T r a c k / S q u a w  P e a k  R o a d .

T h i s  p o r t a l ”  protectlon, w h i c h  w e  f e e l  t o  b e  essential,  c o u l d
p r o b a b l y  b e  accomplished  b y  dropping t h e  p r e s e n t  p l a n n e d
b o u n d a r y  o f  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R C A  t o  t h e  Dog  T r a c k / S q u a w  P e a k
R o a d  f a r  o n e - h a l f  t o  a  m i l e  o n  e a c h  s i d e  o f  I - 1 7 . Dtherni  se,
t h e  b o u n d a r y  p r o p o s e d  ( p e r  M a p  Z - 2 4 , p a q e  72) c o u l d  p r o b a b l y
remax”  u n c h a n g e d - - u n l e s s  t h e r e  w e r e  c o g e n t  r e a s o n s  t o  t h e
c o n t r a r y .

Whv  RevieuLJtlll  t v  Corra

ELM a p p e a r s  t o  h a v e  d e c i d e d  t o  l o c a t e  t h e  n e x t  transnlsaion
line(s) 1”  t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R C A  i n  t h e  vicinity  o f  I - 1 7  ( p e r
p a q e  4 2  o f  t h e  D R A F T  P l a n ) .

W e  a s k  f o r  a  review  o f  t h i s  declsaon  f o r  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f
flndlnq  a  locataon  f o r  t h e  n e x t  t r a n s m i s s i o n  line(s)  w h i c h
w o u l d  l e a s t  ampalr  t h e  scenac-vien  experxence  f r o m  1 - 1 7  a n d
y e t  n o t Intrude slgniflcant  a r c h a e o l o g i c a l  sites, s u c h  a s
t h o s e  o n  P e r r y  Hess.

Concludano  Comment

T h e  P r e s c o t t  Audubon Society m u c h  a p p r e c i a t e s  this
oppartun1ty  t o  c o m m e n t  o n t h e  DRFIFT  P l a n  o f  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 7  a n d
t o  o f f e r  suqqestlons  o n  this  forward-looklnq  p r o g r a m  f o r  t h e
selective  retention  o f  l a n d s  u n d e r  BLM ownershIp,  c o u p l e d
with  t h e  acqulsltlon, b y  e x c h a n g e .  o f l a n d s  o w n e d  b y  t h e
S t a t e  o f  CIrlzona  t o  r o u n d  o u t “ r e s o u r c e - c o n s e r v a t i o n  a r e a s ”
f o r  effective  r e s o u r c e  m a n a g e m e n t .

W e  a r e  especially  p l e a s e d  with  t h e  appllcatlon  o f  t h i s
c o n c e p t  t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  creation  o f t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  RCR,
lylnq  b e t w e e n  B l a c k  C a n y o n  City  a n d  Cordes  J u n c t i o n  a n d
b o r d e r e d  o n  t h e  w e s t  b y  t h e  P r e s c o t t  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  a n d  o n
t h e  e a s t  b y  t h e  P r e s c o t t  a n d  Tonto Natlonal  F o r e s t s .
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I n  t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n ,  w e  n o t e ,  with a p p r o v a l ,  t h e  p r o p o s a l  t o
deeaqnate “fireas  o f  C r i t i c a l  EnvIronmental  C o n c e r n ”  f o r
s p e c i a l  p r o t e c t i o n , lncludinq  L a r r y  C a n y o n  a n d  P e r r y  Mesa  rn
t h e  B l a c k  C a n y o n  R C A .

W e  w o u l d  urqe  t h a t  f u l l  consideration  b e  qlven  t o  t h e
c o n c e r n s  a d d r e s s e d  h e r e , a n d  w o u l d  e n c o u r a g e  f u l l  dlscusslon
o f  t h e s e  c o n c e r n s  w i t h  o u r  I n f o r m e d  P r e s c o t t  Audubon  m e m b e r :

Hi ram Dav i  5
B o x  3 3 0 8 5 0 1 0 3 0  S c o t t  D r .
P h o e n i x , a.?  85067 P r e s c o t t ,  A Z  St,302
2 7 4 - 2 7 2 3 445-8583

T h a n k  y o u  a g a i n  f o r  t h e  opportunity t o  c o m m e n t .

D o n n  Raw1  inqk,
P r e s c o t t  CIuduban  Conservation  Committee  Co-Chair
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April 25, 1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Re: Draft Phoenix RMP/EIS

Dear Mr. Tower:

26-

I am pleased to have received from the BLM the draft
Phoenix Resource Management  Plan and EnVirOnmental  Impact
Statement. Please keep my name on your mailing list.

My partner (Harry Turner of Tucson) and I own Lots l-
5 of Section 1, T9S, R6E, Lot 17 of Section 1, T9S, R6E, and
NE l/4, Sec. 9, T9S, R6E  (excepting NE l/4 NE l/4 NE l/4),
all lying within the Silver Bell RCA (Alt. C). We present
our remarks hereinbelow upon two assumptions, namely: (1) that
our access to our land shall be undiminished under any of the
four proposed alternatives: and (2) that the present and poten-
tial future use of our land shall be undiminished under any
of the four proposed alternatives, as such. If our assumptions
are in any way incorrect, WC call upon the BLM  to promptly
so state.

Equivalent assumptions were stated in my letter of
December 29, 1986 to Mr. Tim Sanders of the BLM, no response
to which was ever received. I further refer to my earlier
letter of December 8, 1986, and, as well, to the comments in
my letter to Mr. Sanders of May 27, 1986.

Turning now to the four alternatives set forth in the
draft RMP/EIS,  we consider Alternative D to be completely unac-
ceptable. The general availability of public land is one of
the main factors which sets Arizona apart from most other
states, and provides resident and visitor alike with a quality

26-1. Proposals presented in the draft RMP/EIS  and the
proposed RMP/FEIS  apply only to BLM-I-administered land.
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of life substantially superior to that found in, for example,
west Texas, which we understand to be almost entirely privately
owned.

Alternative A we find not unacceptable, although we
understand the benefits to be derived from efficiencies in
managing areas which are not so scattered as the current BLM
land pattern. We would have no objection if Alternative A
were to be adopted. However, we do agree that either Alternative
B or Alternative C is to be preferred.

As between Alternative 5 and Alternative C, we believe
Alternative C to be slightly better from a public point of
view, since more BLM land would be retained, and since, as
we understand it, such land would be less "intensively managed"
than under Alternative B. Said another way, we think Alternative
C presents the public with more land to use recreationally
with more freedom at somewhat less cost. Alternative B would,
of course, be acceptable as well.

Substantially, we agree completely with the BLM proposal
for continued vehicular access on existing roads and trails,
with only the minimal closures envisioned in aid of very
special conservation situations. Further, we continue to
urge that within the RCA (either Alt. B or Alt C), both mining
and grazing activities be minimized, if not eliminated.

We look forward to recerving  the final plan and EIS
as soon as it is issued.

Very truly yours,

JTT:gg
CC: Mr. Harry E. Turner
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27-l . Saginaw Hill, Tucson Mountain Park Extension and
Picacho and Zion reservoirs have been proposed for
transfer to local governments under provisions of the
federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PPA).
The Tortolita Mountains parcels would be retained in
public ownership but managed for recreation purposes
under a Cooperative Recreation Management Agreement
with Pima  County.



28-l

28-l . Refer to response 25-Z.
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UN ITED  STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
3616 W. Thomas, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019
April  28, 1988

Ntmorandum

To: Phoenix Resource Area Banager. Bureau of Land Banagement,  Phoenix,
Arizona

From: Field Supervisor

Subject: Draft Phoenix Resource Area Kanagenent  Plan (RBP)  and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)  - Comments

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) appreciates the opportunity to
review the RIP  and EIS for the Phoenix Resource Area, Bureau of Land
llraagemeat  (BLBI  and has the following comments.

The Service recognizes that RNPs  guide future management actions and are not
designed to provide detailed information regarding specific actions.
However, the general nature of the information provided in this document
maker the impacts of this major federal action difficult to assess.
Specifically, State-BLB land trades are occurring and information such as
land ownership is not provided for review use.

The 1986 BLB  Manual  (see 1622.1111 requires that management areas,
objectives and directions be defined in the IMP.  The Phoenix RBP  defines
only some priority species and habitats but does not state management
objectives or prescriptions for any species or habitat. Analyzing the
impact of this RNP  on these species or habitats is not possible without
management p r e s c r i p t i o n s . To fulfill its function as a guidance document
and to provide adequate opportunity for public comment, the Service believes
that this RBP  should clearly state and prioritize management objectives and
prescriptions, particularly for riparian areas, threatened and endangered
species, federally proposed species, and other important fish and wildlife.

Ye believe that this RIP  does not fulfill the responsibility of the BWI
under Section 1 of the Endangered Species Act to consult with  the Service on
actions that may beneficially or adversely affect threatened or endangered
species. Because some decisions regarding alternatives in this document may
affect federally listed species (page 8). the BLH  is required to assess the
impacts of the action and submit the assessment to the Service for
consul ta t ion. For example, because existing ecological conditions are
expected to change after special management areas are designated (page 7).
the BLB  should consult with the Service oa decisions regarding boundary
designations in areas containing threatened or endangered species.

1

29-l . As stated on page 20 and illustrated in Figure 2-1, p.
21 of  the draft  RMP/EIS, when land is  identif ied in an
exchange package, a series of  steps are taken before
the actual exchange takes place. These include a
site-specific environmental assessment and a published
Notice of Real ty  Action (NORA)  which are available for
public review and comment.

29-2. The  indicat ion that  only some priori ty species were
c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  d r a f t  RMF’/EIS  i s  i n c o r r e c t .
Appendix 8 of the draft lists the species which were
considered for priority treatment and the
Environmental Issues section of Chapter 1 provides the
rationale for giving priority status only to species
significantly affected by proposals in any of the
alternatives chosen for s tudy .

29-3. Refer to the General  Response to Comments on Section 7
consul ta t ion.



Consultation is also required prior to disposal of land containing any
federally listed species. Additionally,  the BLN i# required to confer ritb
the Service regardin  federal land exchangea  xhich involve proposed species
for federal lirtinv. The  BLN  needs to consult with the Service if the BLN

29-3  decides to dispose of Silver Creek, which contains Little Colorado River
spinedace (Lenidomeda  vittata) and in the Tucson  Mountain Park Exteneioa,
which contains Tumaaoc  vlobebrrty  (Tuaamoca  macdouaal&). Information
prereated  in this docuaeat ix not sufficient for the Service to determine
if listed or propoaed species may be affected by the alternativea.

29-4

29-5

The Service requests that the Bureau of Land Management  develop a table or
short narrative to auurrice  compliance with the Cudangered  Specier Ict,
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, Firh and Wildlife 2000, and Riparian Area
nanagemeot  Policy.

‘BLN  Riparian policy. Firh and Wildlife 2000 and Executive Order 11988 and
11990 need to be evaluated in reference to continued land retention in
federal onnership  and those areas where exceptions for disposal are in the
public interest. The Service believes that these policies should be adhered
to in land exchanges and boundary desiqnations  of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC)  and Resource Conservation Areas (RCA).

lor  Alternatives B  and C, management of motorized vehicular travel should be
limited to designated roadr  and trails in those area,  with good daaert
tortoise (Gonherus  a@gi_ziil  dens i t ies . Dirt toadx dissect  tortoise habitat

29-6  and result in decreared  tortoise numbers within one mile of the nev  road.
In the desert, one cross  country route taken by a vehicle can result in a
two-track road or trail. Once thin haDDen this route becomes an existing
road.

Communication Sites at White Tanks and Newman  Peak should be dropped or
permitted with the restriction that no ner roads or improvement8 to eximtinq

29-7  roads will be allowed. These two areas contain significant tortoise habitat
either at or within the foothills to these l itea. Allowing additional
development, such as  couunication sites, would result  in the same  negative
impacts associated with nex  or improved road construction.

29-6

29-9

Please note that the Little Colorado Rivet spinedace has been lirted aa
threatened (52  FR 350341. References to its proposed status on Dages 8,
115, 135, 146, 155. 161, and 190 should be changed.

The white  Canyon RCA contains a candidate category 1 endangered plant. Ye
support the commitment of BLH  to consolidate  lmnd  in this area. We  prefer
the boundary designation of Alternative 8, which encompasxea  more known and
potential habitat of this plant than Alternative C.

2

29-4. The section on Management Guidance Common to All
Alternatives in the draft RMP/EIS  and the General
Management Guidance Section in this document address
compliance with the provision8 of the Endanaered
Soecies Act,  including consultation with the Fish and
Wildlife Service,

Refer also to the General Response to Comments in this
document.

29-5. All applicable laws, executive orders,  regulations and
directives are considered when evaluating whether BLM
land exchanges are in the public interest.

Refer also to the General Response to Comments on
Management Guidance.

29-6. Monitoring of tortoise populations would identify
impaots to desert tortoises caused by vehicular
travel. Appropriate measures would be taken to
protect tortoise in impacted areas. The measures may
include designating or closing roads.

29-7 * No new roads are anticipated to service the White Tank 3
Mountains  communicat ion s i te .  There are presently no
roads servicing the Newman Peak site and none would be zm
allowed under the proposed RMP. See Table 2-4 in this
document under management actions for Picacho 8
Mountains Desert Tortoise Management Area. The road
closure proposals in the draft ’s preferred alternative E
for the Picacho Mountains Tortoise Management Area z
have been adopted in the Proposed RMP. i2

29-a. The proposed RMP and final EIS acknowledges the recent P0
federal l isting of  the Little Colorado spinedace as
threatened. ?i

%
29-9. Refer to response 22-l .

c n



The Service rtrongly  supporte  the designation of the Appleton-lihittal,
Baboquirari  Hountains.  pbita  Canyon, Perry Ness,  Larry Canyon, Tanner Bill,
end Yatermaa  Hountains  RCRCs. In regard to the Watersan  Kountains  and
Tanner pasb  ACRCI,  we  rupport the boundary designations given in Alternative
C, becaure thix  alternative includes more known and  potential habitat than
Alternative 8. The Service encourages the efforts of BLIP  to acquire State
lands within the Waterma Hountrinr  ACEC  (T12S, R9L.  Section 321, because
tbir area contains an endangered plant species. Ye request that the Perry
fleer and Larry Canyon ACRC  be expanded to include TlON,  R31,  (SE  l/4 of

2940 Section 9). Sections 10, 11, and 12. In these sections, Silver Creek has a
well  developed cienega  bordered by deciduous broadleaf forest. Protecting
this riparian  &tee  would be in consoaance  with  BLB  Riparian Policy and
Executive  Orders 11988 end 11990.

Tbe  Service supports the designation of the Black Canyon RCA but requests a

29-l I
sodification  of the proposed boundary. This RCA should  include TllN,  R2E,
Section 22, 1112, and Section 27, E1/2. and Section 34, E112.  The creek in
these  rectionr  her above-ground water and a well developed rip&rim  area.

The Service requests that BLN consider acquisition of two sections  of land

2942
iz I

new  the Tanner Warb ACEC. The sectione  (TlBN.  R21B,  Sectiose  11 and 15)
contain a candidate category 1 endangered plant and  could be managed as part
of tbe Tanner Hrrh  ACE.

SPRCIlIC  conH6NTs

Page 28, Table 2-4: The Silverbell Desert Bighorn Sheep Imagesent  Area
should also be designated aa  e derert  tortoise aaaageaent  area. t4enagement
goala  rhould include isproving  habitat conditions for and populations of

29-13  desert tortoises. Planned actions should lisit  motorized vehicles to
designated roads  and trrils. Motorized vehicle access  should  be closed in
there  area* with good tortoire numbers 050 per square sile).  Planned
actions rhould  include determining  the statue of the desert tortoise
population in this area end developing an  appropriate.sanagement  plan.

Page 28, Table 2-4: The Service strongly supports designation of the Picacho
liountrins  Desert Tortoise Managesent  Area. Rowever, we  recouend  that  the
senrgesent  goalx  be changed to isprove  existing denert tortoise
populations. This aanrgeaent  would require routine aonitoring  of this

29-14  population for “statue and trend.” Planned actions are excellent and
should be carried through ae I priority. Please note that this area ix
probably too saall  to protect a viable population as aost of the tortoire
habitat is on State lands. Ye recossend  that BLH  purrue  acquirition  of
adjacent habitat with the St8te  of Arizona.

29-15
I

Page 31, Ie8ue 5 - Recreation Hsnsgesent: Vhen  preparing the activity plan
for the Rellr  Canyon Recrertion  Nanagesent  Are&, BLN should  develop the plan
to sinisixe  or avoid ispwts  to the desert tortoise and Arizona skink

3

29-10. Refer to response 22-4.

29-11. These areas  are within the proposed boundaries  of  t h e
Black Canyon Resource Conservation Area (RCA) as
ident i f ied  in  Alternat ives  B and C of  the  draft
RMP/EIS  and are  inc luded within  the  boundaries  of  the
RCA in the proposed RMP.

29-12. Only private  land within the ident i f ied Resource
Conservation Areas is  identi f ied fo r  p o s s i b l e
acquis i t ion by exchange in  the  proposed RMP.  Any
private  exchanges  would be considered i f  the  proposal
is  ini t iated by the private  landowners .

29-13. Refer to responses 18-6 and 29-6.

29-14. Refer to response 18-7.

29-15. All  relevant environmental  issues wil l  be considered
when developing act iv i ty  plans  for  speci f ic  areas .



(Eumecrr  ailberti  arizonensisl. Motorized vehicles should be limited to
designated roads and trails.

The Tortolita and Sawtooth Wountains  have been identified as important areas
for intensive recreation u8cs. Botb areas provide babitat for tortoises,

-15 possibly in high numbers. In planning and managing these Cooperative
Recreation Haaagement Areas (CRIIA),  the population status  of the tortoise
should  be determined first, and tben followed by development of recreation
management plans that limit or avoid adverse impacts to the tortoise and its
habi ta t . Some of the area within the Lake Pleasant CRM also contains
suitable babitat  for tbe desert  tortoise.

29.

29-16  1 Page 116, Uap  I-41:  Desert tortoise habitat is not shorn on this map

Page 141.  Desert Tortoise: General figures on habitat acquisition and
disposal for the desert tortoiae are presented, but information is lacking
on where these parcels are located,  xhetber they are adjacent to existing
tortoise habitat on BLX  land, and whether the acquired and disposed of lands
would result in blocking up tortoise babitat for effective management or
scattering habitat ownership. The latter should be avoided to maximize the
protection of the tortoise. Also, the impacts  associated with land
ownership patterns to tbe desert tortoise should be addressed in this RIP.

This section states that Silver Bell Mountains and Donnelly Nash-Grayback
area would be managed to maintain habitat capability for the desert

29-18 tortoise. This management goal should be identified on pages 28-29 under
the appropriate Special Management  Areas (SfUu)  and activity plans should be
developed to enhance desert tortoise habitat. This described benefit to the
desert tortoise is not indicated in the management goals for these two SIMS.

I

The designation of the communication sites in the Picacbo Hountains  could

29-1s impact desert tortoise populations if access to these sites is provided by
conrtructing  new roads or improving existing roads. These roadways will
pass through tortoise habitat at the lover elevations.

The conclusions presented on the effects of Alternative B seem unclear and
are not substantiated by the information provided. For example,
information is lacking on the status of the desert tortoise on lands
identified for disposal and for acquisition. Therefore, BLR  may not be able

29-20  to conclude the extent of impacts to this species. Ye request that BLW
provide this information and or, if this is not possible, include a worst
case analysis . Ye believe that the RRP  draft EIS does not analyze
mitigation measures in sufficient detail to determine the effectiveness of
each of these measurea  for the desert tortoise.

29-16. The desert tortoise distribution map in the draft
RMP/EIS  indicates only known important habitat in the
resource area, as stated on page 117 of the draft.
The Tortolita Mountains important habitat was
inadvertently left off the map, but was included in
the discussion of important desert tortoise areas.

29-17. Where appropriate, the desert tortoise is considered
in every environmental assessment completed prior to
all land exchanges.
Refer also to response 29-l.

29-18. Activity plans developed for areas within desert
tortoise habitat would consider the affect the actions
would have on the capability of the habitat to support d
tortoises.

1
29-19. Refer to responses 29-6 and 29-7. Z

s29-20. The information on page 147 of the draft RMP/EIS
provides the status of known important tortoise
habitat on land identified for disposal and f
acquisition. 1

22
Refer also to comments 29-1 and 29-17.

P
CJ
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Page 155, Desert Tortoise: Our coubnts on this section are the *axe as
those mentioned  above referring to page 147. Data need to be presented  that
document the overall numbers of tortoises on BLW land in the Picacho
Wountains  and to substantiate the  overall long term  stability of this
species in the Picacho Houatsins.

Again the conclusion presented on maintaining  the viability of the Picacho
Nountain  and other populations ia  the RBP  area is unsubstantiated based on
the information presented in this RllP  draft EIS. Please provide adequate
information  to support this conclusion or present a vorst  case analysis in
the RIP  draft EIS.

Page 163, Mitigating Keasures: The Service does not concur with this
approach of deferring the development of mitigation measures  until specific
projects are developed. Generally, rhea  specific projects are developed by
BLIf  and an environmental assessment prepared, these enviroluental  documents
are generated and approved in-house with little or no review by the Service.
Also, development of mitigation measures ou  a project by project basis may
fail to consider the cumulative impacts of such actions.

Page 190, Appendix B: the  jaguar and ocelot should be considered throughout
the RHP  draft EIS analysis and recovery plan goals/objectives should be

29-22  included where appropriate for BLW  to perform. Historic  habitat  is  located
near the Baboquivari Mountains. Recent sigbtiegs  of jaguars have been nade
in this area.

29-231 Page 198. Appendix 12: This docunent  lacks a Resource Monitoring and
Evaluation Plan for Alternative C.

Page 198, Appendix 12, Desert Tortoise: The Service reconnends  that that
this section include a definit ion of crucial  habitat  including cri teria to
be used in making this determination, and criteria used to deternine a
“significant decrease o f  habitat  capabil i ty” and “significant population
changes. ” Be also request that the information obtained froa line tranrrcts
on relative densities and habitat condition monitoring be provided to this
office as soon as i t  is  available. The Service would  like to offer our
assistance in inplenenting  these monitoring  measures.

The Service supports preferred Alternative B with our muggerted
nodificat ions. Ye believe that Alternative B with  these  nodifications
maximizes resource  benefits to threatened and endangered species, desert
tortoise concerns, and riparian fish and wildlife resources, The Service
would like to assist  BLH in the development of the above-listed management
plans that affect candidate, proposed, and listed species.

Again,  the Service appreciates the opportunity to review and provide
comments on the subject draft RBP and AIS. If re can be of further
l rristance, please contact Mr. Sue Autnan or se (Telephone: 602/261-4720).

29-21. Refer to the General Response to comments.

29-22. The  BLM’s  Phoenix District has no information
indicating that public land in the Phoenix Resource
Area is used or occupied by jaguars or ocelots.

29-23. All the areas and values which would be monitored
under Alternative C in the draft RMP/EIS  are included
in the monitoring schedule listed for Alternative B .

L--Jz+u
Sam P.  Spiller
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ASARCO

A p r i l  2 7 ,  1988

30

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
P h o e n i x  R e s o u r c e  A r e a  M a n a g e r

Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Dear Valley Road
Phoenix,  AZ 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

ASARCO Incorpora ted ’ s  Ray  Uni t  submi t s  the  f o l l ow ing  comments  on  the
Bureau o f  Land Management ’ s  Draf t  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for the
Phoenix Resource Management Plan.

Our cOnlme”tS s p e c i f i c a l l y address the white canyon Resource
Conservat i on  Area  whi ch  conta ins  ASARCO’s  Ray  Mine  and  the  Copper  But te  and
Buckeye p r o p e r t i e s . The  Ray  Mine employs  480  peop le a n d  p r o d u c e d
107,700 tons  o f  copper  in  1987,  valued at  $128,600,000.

ASARCO Ray  Uni t  supports  A l ternat ive  A . ( n o  a c t i o n )  f o r  t h e  W h i t e
Canyon Area. W e  o p p o s e  t h e  ELM’s  p r e f e r r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  B  f o r  t h e  followi”g
r e a s o n s :

The  proposed  Whi te  Canyon  Resource  Conservat i on  Area  conta ins  know”
mlneral  depos i t s  wh i ch  are  impor tant  t o  the  e conomy  o f  Pinal County
and Arizona. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  m i l l i o n s  o f  d o l l a r s  w e  p a i d  i n  w a g e s ,
s a l e s  t a x e s  a n d  m e t a l  v a l u e s  t a x e s  i n  19R7,  w e  p a i d  $1,699,000 t o
Pinal county  f o r  proper ty  tax . We note  on  page  93  that  the  BLM paid
$ 3 8 6 , 0 6 8  t o  Pinal C o u n t y  i n  l i e u  o f  t a x e s  i n  1 9 8 6 .  &SARCO’s  t a x
d o l l a r s  a r e  r e a l  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  i n - l i e u  p a y m e n t s  w h i c h  a r e  t a x  d o l l a r s
to  begin  with .

2 . B e s i d e s  t h e  R a y  d e p o s i t , A S A R C O  h a s  d e l i n e a t e d  c o p p e r  d e p o s i t s  a t
C o p p e r  B u t t e s  (22,000,OOO  tons averaging 1.09 X c o p p e r )  a n d  B u c k e y e
(20,000,OOO  tons  averaging  .65  %  c o p p e r ) .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  W h i t e  C a n y o n
ACEC (page  62) u n d e r  b o t h  a l t e r n a t i v e s  B a n d  C  w o u l d  r e s t r i c t

-I e x p l o r a t i o n  f o r , a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f , t h e  a r e a ’ s  c o p p e r  r e s o u r c e s .
C l o s i n g  t h e  road in  Sect ions  23  and 24 ,  Township  3  South,  Range  12
Eas t  wou ld  deny  ASARCO access  t o  i t s  mining  c l a i m s . Th is  road  I s  the
on ly  mainta inab le  route  t o  the  minera l  r i ch  area  nor th  o f  the  Gila
River between Riverside and Cochran.

30-l . The establishment of White Canyon ACEC would have s
little impact on ASARCO mining operations in the area 2
or within the ACEC. No prescriptions are proposed
closing the area to mineral entry. Under the mining ii!
law, the BLM  cannot deny access to ASARCO’s mining 0
claims or prevent ongoing exploration and development
programs. Necessary access routes would be it!
constructed to minimize or avoid impacts to White %
Canyon’s riparian, wildlife and scenic resources. 0
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3. The  Federa l  Government  has  t i t l e  to  l ess  than  ha l f  (46 .9%)  o f  the
to ta l  330 ,770  acres  in  the  proposed  Whi te  Canyon  Resource  Conservat ion
Area  (page  23 ) . Pr ivate  interests  and the  s tate  own 53 .1X o f  the
area. Federal ,  s tate , a n d  p r i v a t e  l a n d s  a r e  i n t e r m i n g l e d  w h i c h  is  not
c o n d u c i v e  t o  a s i n g l e  i n t e r e s t area management concept  such  as
Al ternat ive  8. Th i s  po in t  i s  bes t  made  by  re f e r r ing  t o  the  Phoen ix
Dis t r i c t  land  s ta tus  map  where  we  note  that  the  larges t  cont iguous
bloc!< of BLM land in the 516 square mile resource area is the
2h-square  m i l e  p a r c e l  i n  t h e  e x t r e m e  s o u t h w e s t  c o r n e r .

4. AlSO, r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h i s  s a m e  m a p , the  BLM fa i led  to  show 34  square
mi l es  o f  Bureau  o f  Rec lamat i on  w i thdrawals  wh i ch  b i se c t  the  area  f r om
Ashurst-Hayden Dam to Riverside along the Gil8 River. These
wi thdrawals  a re  assoc ia ted  w i th  the  proposed  But tes  Dam and  inc lude
t h e  M i d d l e  Gila  R i v e r  P r o j e c t  (AR017239), t h e  S a n  Carlos  I n d i a n
Irr igat ion  Pro jec t  (PLO1411,  Power  s i t e  (CL4381,  the  Buttes  Dam and
R e s e r v o i r  s i t e  (PLO5316)  and  r e c l a m a t i o n  a p p l i c a t i o n  (A6264). Prior
to  bu i ld ing  Buttes  Dam, the  ra i l road  would  have  to  be  re located  as
wou ld  pr iva te  l andowners  that  l i ve  in  the  pa th  o f  the  proposed  lake .
These  w i thdrawa l s  a re  inc luded  in  two  proposed  Spec ia l  Management
Areas  (WA’s)  d e s i g n a t e d  a s  t h e  M i d d l e  Gila  R i v e r  C u l t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s
Management  Area  and the  Gila  R i v e r  Riparian  Management  Area.  On
page  27, the  BLM admits  that  implementat ion  o f  these  SMA’s  c o u l d  o n l y
b e  d o n e  w i t h the c o o p e r a t i o n  o f the  agency that manages the
withdrawals. I n  o t h e r  w o r d s , the  BLM does  not  now have  management
author i ty  over  these  lands  which  aga in  suppor ts  our  comment  (No .  3 )
above.

5. Lastly, the Alternative C boundary of the White Canyon Management Area
would  be  en larged  by  the  add i t i on  o f  64  square  mi l es  o f  l and  under
Al ternat ive  B  (p. 51). T h i s  p r o p o s a l  m a k e s  l i t t l e  s e n s e  c o  u s  a s  l e s s
than  two  square  mi les  o f  th i s  land  i s  BLM land :  the  remain ing  62
square  mi l e s  i s  s ta te  and  pr iva te  l and ,

‘ In summary, ASARCO feels that Al ternat ive  B is  an unworkable
management plan for the proposed White Canyon Resource Conservation Area and
asks  that  A l t e rnat ive  A  (mul t ip l e  use )  be  adopted  f o r  th i s  impor tant  minera l
r i ch  area .

N .  A .  Gamhell
T e c h n i c a l  S e r v i c e s

Administrator



31-1. The BLM’s  long-term management goals are to
consolidate public land ownership in the Baboquivari
and Silver Bell Resource Conservation Areas. Land cn
identif ied as possessing important resource values
(wildlife,  plant, riparian, recreation or scenic) P
would have a high acquisition priority. S u c h  l a n d  i s  o
near the core mountainous areas named in the comment.

ii
%
0
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Brand Can#fMi@ter  . Arizona
PAN VERDE GROUP
7102 E. Oak St. X0
Scottsdale, Arizona 812=!;
April 27, lOi

Mr. Arthur Tower
Phoenix Resource Area  Manaqer
Bureau of I,and  Management
2015  W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dcdr  Mr. Tower:

The Palo Verde Group Conservation Connnittee  has reviwed  the draft Resource
Management Plan and EIS for the Phoenix Resource Area. WC would like to submit
these brief conmwnts  for the public record.

WE are gencixlly  in agreement with the BIM’s  yodls  and proposed actions ils
expressed in this document. The  blocking up of RLM  holdings within selected auzds
of high scenic, recreational, biotic, and cultural values is an Especially  wise
mow  which will have  a beneficial effect on public land management for many years
to come. The creation of several Areas or Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC’s)
is also  to bz  applauded, indicating that the BLM  is ready to not merely manage but
to aggressively defend the unique and sensitive places under it’s calve.

In general, we prefer Alternative C to the preferred alternative B because it
pldces  larger areas  within the various protective categories. The Perry “less  and
White Canyon ACEC’s  are significantly expanded under Alternative C, as are the
Babcquivari,  Silver Bell, and  Tanner  wash  RCSOU~CC  Conservation ATP;~S (RCA’S).
But WE cannot support Alt. C in it’s entirety because it ~1s”  reduces ttle  size
of the White Canyon  RCA and  designates an  additional utility corridor right through

32-l the sensitive archeological  zones on Perry Mesa. WC oppose both moves,  and find
It reqrettable  that Alt.  C mixes proposals to enhance protect.ion  of the cnvironmrnt.
with other proposals thaL  tend  to undermine it. We are also concerned  about the
change in status for the Picacho Mountains under Alt. C, from an  RCA to J.  CRMA
(Cooperative Recreation Management Area). NC  believe that manaqement  for Lhc
Picachos should benefit desert tortoise populations dnd  maintain the existinq
wilderness values. Intonsivc  recroationJ1  use or development should not OCC‘IIT
if it will interfere with  those primary goals.

lie strongly support the proposed restriction of ORV use throughout the Resourw
Arcd to existing roads and  trails, and YC encourirgc you to develop educJtionJ1  ,Ind
Enfwcement  proyrams  which will help transform this proposal to an effective
reality.

32-l . The proposed RMP recommends that the utility corridor
in the Black Canyon area should follow the draft
RMP/EIS  Alternative B placement, primarily to reduce
visual impacts caused by new development.

The status of the Picacho Mountains in the proposed
RMP would be as described in Alternative B of the
draft RMP/EIS  except that additional  state land would
be identif ied for acquisition and, upon acquisition,
become part of the RCA and desert tortoise management
area.
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We also  support Recreation Manaqement  Area designations for Hell’s Canyon and
the Coyote Mountains pending any Conqrfssional action on a BLM  wilderness bill.
These are both important scenic and recreational areas close to major metropolitan
ZO”ES, and special management focusing on those values in entirely appropriate.

White Canyon is an area 0C  special interest to many of our members. while  we
were  happy to SEC  the proposed ACEC status under the preferred alternative, the
boundaries and size oC  the proposed unit are entirely inadequate. ‘The expanded
unit under Alternative C is preferable in every way and has our enthusiastic
support. We also urge you to recognize that there is dn  @qua1  (possibly greater)
amount of acreage in the Tonto NaLional Forest, imnediately  north of the BIM
holdings, which also contains important riparian habitat, cultural resources,
and wilderness characteristics in upper White Canyon and in adjacent  Wood Canyon.
The BLM/National  Forest banditry  cuts arbitrarily through the center of this
splendid natural area. We believe that a ccopfrativf  management approxh  is called
[or,  with  both aqcncios  Jwdre  of the exLcnt axl  quality of the drea’s  resources dnd
working toqether  to protect them.

‘Thank you Car  this opportunity to cofmnent  on the draft RMP/EIS

Sincerely,

32-2. The proposed RMP  recommends adoption of the draft’s
preferred alternative (Alternative B) boundaries for
the White Canyon ACEC as the most feasible ACEC
management unit considering other multiple uses of the
area . The BLM would cooperate fully with the Forest
Service when developing an activity plan for the area.

Tom Wriqht, Conservation Chairman
Palo Verde Group
Sierra  Club
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Memorandum

TO: Manager, Phoenix Resource Area, Bureau of Land
Management

From: 44 Regional Director, Western Region

Subject: Review Comments on the Draft Phoenix Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement,
Phoenix, Arizona (DES 88/0002)

We have completed our review of the Bureau of Land Management's
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement and have the following comments.

1. The boundaries shown for Saguaro National Monument need
adjustment on the BLW's  South Central Portion Map. Inaccuracies
remain despite discussions in 1986 with BLM staff to make
changes. Maps are enclosed to show the necessary changes for
both districts. For Tucson Mountain Unit, the National Park
Service landownership and administrative boundary are larger than
indicated by BLW. At the Rincon Mountain Unit, the U.S. Forest
Service boundary shown within the Monument does not exist now.

We are also including a map to show the correct boundary for
Coronado National Memorial. Although the Memorial is not
directly affected by the Phoenix Resource Management Plan, this
information will help the BLW correct Coronado's boundary on its
South Central Portion Map.

2. There are two parcels of BLW land next to the Tucson Mountain
Unit, Saguaro National Monument, that interest us. The BLM has
designated these scattered parcels for disposal possibly through
exchange. Either State or private ownership could result in uses
that might be detrimental to the Monument's resources. one
parcel (T. 13 S., R. 11 E., NE l/4, Sec. 29) contains and
endangered plant, the Tumamoc globeberry, and the second parcel
(T. 13 S., R. 12 E., SE l/4, Set 9) is an area of local
controversy about mineral entry.

33-l . The South Central Portion map reflects our
understanding of the National Park Service (NE)
boundaries of land under NPS ownership in 1986. The
UPS  map shows the park boundary limits established by
Congress, within which the NPS would attempt to
acquire any non-public land.

The U.S. Forest Service boundaries shown within the
Rincon Mountain unit and the incorrect Coronado
National Memorial boundary are errors reflected in the
base map used to develop the three BLM maps.

Maps printed in the future will  reflect the
NPS-suggested changes for all three areas,
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We would like to have these two parcels transferred to the
National Park Service, an action that is endorsed by
environmental groups. In the past, BLM  has generously
transferred some adjacent parcels to Saguaro National Monument.
Your consideration of another transaction would be appreciated.

In summary, we commend the Bureau of Land Management's efforts to
consolidate landownership and create Resource Conservation Areas,
which will allow the agency to have more manageable units. If
you have any questions about these comments, please contact Jim
Laney. General Superintendent, Southern Arizona Group, at
FTS 261-4959.

Sincerply,

Vb Stanley T. Albright
Regional Director, Western Region

Enclosures 3

33-2. In the proposed RMP  these parcels have been identified
for retention in public ownership pending
Congressional action to expand the monument's
boundaries.
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A R I Z O N A  D A M E  & F I S H  D E P A R T M E N T

222214%qLy ad (z4Ln.a  AIpuhw3 W2.3oZ

April  29,  1988

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Area Manager
Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West jeer  Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the draft
Phoenix Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), and we respectfully provide the following
comments-

The RMP document, as we understand, replaces the three Management
Framework Plans (MFPS) which preceded this process. We also note
that the RMP is intended to meet the requirements of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). It is the Department's
belief that the document lacks enough detail to meet FLPMA
guidelines for wildlife resources. The previous MFPs  contained
specific standards and guidelines to attain wildlife resource
objectives. The current RMP document is completely lacking in
similar content.

We believe a primary issue relative to this draft RMP is Land
Tenure Adjustment. The alternatives considered within the RMP do
not present any options for this issue. Therefore, we believe
the four alternatives considered do not meet National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. Though
alternatives A and D provide extreme baseline comparisons (no
action and total disposal alternatives), alternatives B and C
reflect little substantive diEference  i n land management
decisions. The conseguences of addressing planning issues (i.e.
land tenure adjustments) in dissimilar ways is not addressed, as
required under NEPA. Discounting alternatives which retain lands
in Apache and Navajo counties, because of potentially complex
land trades needed to block up lands (page 41), does not appear
justified, when compared to recent BLM land exchanges.

The guidelines for land disposal provided for in FLPMA are cited
numerous times throughout the document--tracts difficult and
uneconomical to manage. However, with the exception of
unpatented mining claims (page lc)  there is little mention ot

34-I . The RMP does replace older MPPs.  However, as stated
on page 1 of  the draft RMP, “MFP decisions that sti l l
have merit are being carried forward and are

z

incorporated into this RMP.”
fl

Refer also to the General Response to comments. !z

34-2. An option for retaining land in Apache and Navajo s
Counties and the consequent impact on resolving the
land tenure adjustment issue is analyzed in z
Alternative A of the draft RMP/EIS. As discussed on
page 41 of  the draft  RMP/RIS, other’altematlves which

g

would create public land blocks in the two counties d
through exchanges were also considered .

2
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those policies r e l a t i v e  t o r e t e n t i o n  o f l a n d s  i n public
ownership, where endangered species and high natura l
cesoucce/wildliEe values are present. Further, though
checkerboard lands may present inefficient land management  (page
1251, they may s t i l l  p r o v i d e  e f f e c t i v e land management. When
signif  icant resource values are present ( i .e.  Little Colorado
River spinedace; paperspined cactus; potential black-footed
ferret occurrence/reintroduction sites ; high-value
habitat) ,

pronghorn
even inefficient land management  is  preferable to n o

lands in federal management.

Though blocking up lands in Apache and Navajo counties does n o t
appear f e a s i b l e ,  a t  t h i s  t i m e , retaining those checkerboard
tracts with the highest resource values,  now, may lead to future
qrrtunities. The first sentence on page 164 provides the logic

s u m m a r y for these arguments, but from t h e
perspective.

opposite
Changing only one word and adding two defines the

issue...“therefore, over the short term, land retention
negatively impact some

may
resource  (BLM efEicient  management )  that

o v e r  t h e  l o n g  t e r m  o t h e r  r e s o u r c e s
b e n e f i t e d ” .  W e  again

(wildlife) would be greatly
suggest that the  Bureau consider an

alternative which would allow for blocking up or consolidating of
highest resource v a l u e public l a n d s  i n Navajo and
counties.

Apache

‘Further, a prime example of where the Bureau did not consider the
‘ t r u e  impact of  land consolidation Eavoring  State land and private
ownership is in the assessment of the Preferred Alternative (B),
and others, as it  relates to impact on pronghorn habitat. I t  i s
stated in several  places that BLM administration of pronghorn
habitat  accounts  for only seven percent of the total habitat in
the assessment  area (pages  117 and 148),  and the environmental
consequences conclusion for pronghorn states that only -two
percent of  the total  habitat in Apache and Navajo counties would
eventua l ly  be  abandoned as  a  resu l t  of subdivision development”
(page 148). This , in our opinion,
impact of

grossly underestimates the
this proposed liquidation of public l a n d s  i n  t h e

area. The Department’s  Geographic Information S y s t e m  (GIS)
records indicate that BLM administration of pronghorn range in
t h e  p r o j e c t  a r e a  ( U n i t s  2A,  2B,  2C,  3A,  38, 4A,  4B,  l e s s  USFS
lands)  accounts  for 10 percent,
private 56.8 percent.

State Trust  28.2 percent,  and
It is  greatly feared that the loss of this

10 percent of BLM-administered pronghorn habitat will  facil itate
the future development in the  a rea ,  if  not short te rm,  then long
term. Not o n l y  will this 10 percent loss of public pronghorn
habitat  represent a potential  loss  of  habitat ,  but  Ear  greater
than two percent of  the total ownership will  be  potentially lost
to f u t u r e  d e v e l o p m e n t .  A s  i s , the current land ownership
patterns serve as  somewhat  of a deterrent to development and
ensure some kind of maintenance of open space.

34-3. Impacts to all the resource values mentioned in the
comment were analyzed in all alternatives. Refer to
Chapter 4 of the draft RMP/EIS.
Alternatives for consolidating public land in Apache
and Navajo Counties were considered but not carried
forward for the reasons stated on page 41 of the draft
RMP/EIS.

34-4. The Department’s GIS record made available to the BLM
shows 100,000 more public acres in the two counties
than actually exist. In any case, it was the
conclusion of the planning team that only a small
portion of the exchanged public land would be
developed in the long term and that the vast majority
would continue to provide habitat for wildlife,
including pronghorn.
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Addit ional ly , the l a c k  o f  r e c o g n i t i o n  ot  t h e  r e s o u r c e  value
with in Apache and Navajo c o u n t i e s  ( p a g e  2 3 )  is c l e a r l y  i n
e r r o r . For  instance , the draft  RMP appears  to  discount  the value
o f  t h e  p r o n g h o r n  h a b i t a t in Apache and Navajo counties which
supports  low or  lower  densi t ies , accounting for  93 percent  o f  the
habitat  (page  117) . This  habitat , d e s p i t e  l o w  d e n s i t i e s ,  s t i l l
represents  important  habitat  for  pronghorn,  even on a  statewide
sca le . I t  must  be  emphasized that  the  density  c lasses  represent
a v e r a g e s  f o r  r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  a c r e a g e s ,  a n d  t h a t  c o n s i d e r a b l e
p r o n g h o r n  p o p u l a t i o n s  i n h a b i t  t h e s e  a r e a s , though in a non-
uniform distribution. The Eact that resource va lues are
discounted over  much of  the  RMP area is  further  i l lustrated by
the  s tatement  that “Al l  d isposal  l ies  outs ide  the  RCAs (Resource
Conservat ion Areas) . The l a n d  i s  m o s t l y s c a t t e r e d  p a r c e l s

5 exhibi t ing  few or  low natural  resource  values”  (page  23). It  has
been the  Department ’ s  content ion  that  th is  i s  not  the  case ,  as
the lands in Apache and Navajo counties  hold considerable value
for  pronghorn,  nongame  (e .g .  Ferruginous hawk) ,  and T&E species
( e . g . p a p e r s p i n e  c a c t u s ) . Yet another example  o f h o w the
potent ia l  resource  values  o f  lands  here  have been discounted is
e v i d e n t  o n  p a g e  1 1 ,  w h e r e  i t  i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  “ i n v e n t o r y
conducted by the BLM and AG&FD  has  not  ident i f ied  any occupied
(b lack- footed  Eerrett)  areas  or  areas  cons idered  to  be  potent ia l
habitat ( i . e . the p r e s e n c e  o f large prair ie dog town
complexes ) ,  II This s u r v e y  i s just now being  completed , and
numerous l a r g e  p r a i r i e  d o g town c o m p l e x e s have indeed  been
located  throughout  the  area . The PA would certainly preclude
considerat ion  o f  future  potent ia l  habitat  des ignat ion  for  black-
f o o t e d  f e c r e t t .

34

Addit ional  comments / information on spec ies  oE spec ia l concern
f o l l o w :

Deser t  Tortoise

The des ignat ion  o f  a  Spec ia l  Management  Area  for  management  o f
d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  a n d  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a n  a c t i v i t y  p l a n  i s  a n
excel lent  approach for  address ing  torto ise  issues . However ,  the
Picacho Mountain SMA is  too  smal l  and does  not  inc lude important
h a b i t a t  o n  t h e  a d j a c e n t  l o w e r  m o u n t a i n  s l o p e s  a n d  b a j a d a .  T o
insure long- term t o r t o i s e  p o p u l a t i o n s ,  B L M  s h o u l d  d i r e c t  i t s
e f for ts  toward  the  spec ia l  management  o f  greater  acreage . This
c a n  b e  a c c o m p l i s h e d  b y  s e e k i n g  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a t e  l a n d
surrounding the Picacho Mountains and/or b y  p l a c i n g specia l
management d e s i g n a t i o n  o n  a larger b l o c k  o f  c o n t i g u o u s  B L M
tor to i se  hab i ta t . Inc luding  the  desert  torto ise  as  part  o f  the
Si lver  Bel l  Bighorn Sheep Management  Area  would  be  compat ib le
with  the  goals  for  that  area .

34-5. It  was not  the BLM’s  intent to indicate that low
resource values equate to no resource values on land
outside the proposed RCAs.  No resource value was
discounted during the development of the draft RMP/EIS.

The paperspined cactus is not a threatened or
endangered species.

The results of the black-footed ferret inventory were
not available to the ELM before the draft RMP/EIS  was
printed. The completed inventory identified 13
prairie dog towns meeting the criteria for potential
black-footed ferret use. None of the towns was found
to be occupied by ferrets.

34-6. Refer to responses 18-6 and 18-7.
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Little Colorado River Spinedace

Dispos ing  o f  any  propert ies  which  provide  habitat  for  a  l i s ted
threatened species  must  be  careful ly  scrut inized. The fact  that
BLM currently  administers  the only federal  lands  on Si lver  Creek
increases  the  pr ior i ty  for  maintaining federal  presence  a long t h e
c r e e k . This  presence  provides  the  only  opportunity  to  maintain
the  populat ion tha t  current ly  exists  in  Si lver  Creek. To abandon

34-7 these  propert ies , based on the  supposi t ion  that  the  Si lver  Creek
p o p u l a t i o n  w i l l  s o o n e r  o r l a t e r  b e  l o s t  a n y w a y  ( p a g e  1 4 6 1 ,  i s
d e r e l i c t  i n BLM’s r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a s imposed under t h e
Endangered Spec ies  Act , a n d  b y  BLM’s i n t e r n a l  p o l i c i e s . I ”
addit ion, on the maps provided, public  lands are indicated along
the  Li t t le  Co lorado  River  in  the  v i c in i ty  o f  WoodruEf. T h i s  i s
documented  sp inedace  habi tat ,  yet  there  i s  no  ment ion  o f  these
lands in discussions on this f ish.

Paperspined Cactus

Eliminating t h i s spec ia l status spec i e s ent i re ly from BLM
management, th rough  land tenure adjustments ,  should not  occur .
R e t a i n i n g  l a n d s  w h i c h  i n c l u d e s h a r e d  h a b i t a t  v a l u e s  E o r  t h i s
spec ies  with pronghorn  i s  encouraged  ( i . e .  the  area  between State
Routes  77  and 377) .

Tanner Wash ACEC

Expanding the boundaries  of  the Tanner Wash ACEC in the preferred
a l ternat ive , t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  b o u n d a r i e s  i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  C ,  w o u l d

34-9 inc lude  addi t ional  potent ia l  habi tat  for  the  endangered  Peebles
N a v a j o  c a c t u s . G i v e n  t h e  r a r i t y  a n d  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  a c c u r a t e l y
s u r v e y i n g  f o r  t h i s  s p e c i e s , BLM should consider  al l  avai lable
opt ions.

Waterman Mountain ACEC

Potent ia l  habi tat  for  Tumamoc  globeberry and Thornber f ishhook
c a c t u s  w o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  w i t h i n t h i s  A C E C ,  i f the  boundaries

34-10  would re f lect  that  in  Alternat ive  C. Documented occurrences  o f
b o t h  s p e c i e s  a r e  w i t h i n  s i m i l a r  h a b i t a t  f r o m  o n l y  a  f e w  m i l e s
f rom the  expanded ACEC boundary.

I n  c o n c l u s i o n , t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  r e c o g n i z e s  a  m a j o r  d e f i c i e n c y  i n
t h e  d r a f t  RMP/EIS  i n  t h e  l a n d  t e n u r e  a d j u s t m e n t  i s s u e .  W e
recommend t h a t t h e BLM g ive f u r t h e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  a ”
a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r  t h i s  i s s u e , w h i c h  a d d r e s s e s  t h e  h i g h  n a t u r a l

34-11  r e s o u r c e / w i l d l i f e  v a l u e s  p r e s e n t in N a v a j o  and Apache counties,
and which can address BLM’s  o b j e c t i v e for  pronghorn management
“ t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  o f  p u b l i c l a n d  h a b i t a t  t o  s u p p o r t
pronghorn” a n d  t o  e n s u r e  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  o t h e r  v a l u a b l e  r e s o u r c e s ,
s u c h  a s , the  paperspined cactus.

34-7. The public land parcels near Woodruff are not listed F
by USPWS  as being within the habitat area covered
under the listing of Little Colorado River spinedace. i

Refer also to response 22-3.

34-8. Ongoing research and inventory as well as a USPWS
status survey for the species indicate that this
cactus has relatively stable,  federally protected
populations in New Mexico which do not require listing
as threatened or endangered. Recent inventory
indicates that the paperspined cactus occurs in
densities of up to 900 plants per square mile in
portions of  its habitat in Arizona. The known range
of the plant in the RMP area covers approximately 720
square miles in Navajo County. Land use and
development patterns in Navajo County would likely
remain unchanged over most of this habitat regardless
of ownership, with livestock grazing as the
predominate use. Exchanges within the cactus’ habitat
would not be expected to affect the federal l isting
status of  the species.

34-9. In the proposed RMP  the boundary of the proposed
Tanner Wash ACEC has been revised to include not only
all known populations of the Peebles Navajo cactus but
also the potential  habitat thought necessary for
eventual recovery of the species. See map 2-18 in
this document.

34-10. Potential habitat for Tumamoc globeberry and Thomber
fishhook cactus is found throughout the proposed
Silver Bell  Resource Conservation Area. No additional
protection for these species would result by adopting
the draft RMP/EIS  Alternative C boundaries for the
ACEC.

34-11. Refer to response 34-2.
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One part icular  planning methodology proposed in this  draft  RMP,
w h i c h  i s  u n i q u e  t o  BLM’s  c u r r e n t  R M P  p l a n n i n g  eEfort, i s  t h e
resource  conservat ion  area  (RCA). The Department  supports  this
e f f o r t t o  s u b d i v i d e RMP areas into sma l le r , more manageable
blocks , where  speciEic  resource  issues  or  resource  values can be
emphasized and enhanced in the long te rm.

The Department recognizes  the  major e f f o r t  t h a t  w e n t  i n t o  t h e
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f t h i s d r a f t RMP/EIS, and apprec ia tes the
opportunit ies  that  we  have  had to  rev iew and provide  comment .  A
s e p a r a t e  l i s t  o f  c o m m e n t s  s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  d r a f t  d o c u m e n t  i s
attached.

S i n c e r e l y ,  r _ f

Diane  L . Shroufe I\
Deputy  Direc tor

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Specific Comments on Draft FMP/EIS

Page 21, Figure 2-1, BLM Land Exchange Process

34-121 T h e  R M P  f a i l s  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  N o t i c e s  o f  R e a l t y  A c t i o n (NORA)
current ly  being processed by  Phoenix  Distr i c t .

Page  24 ,  Issue  2 ,  Al ternat ive  B

I

W e recommend a d d i n g  a sentence t o  s p e c i f i c a l l y  p r o h i b i t the
34-13  deve lopment  o f  a road to  the  Newman Peak communicat ions  s i te ;

access  could  be  by  he l i copter .

Page 26, Table  2 -3

Under  the  Appleton-Whitte l l  ACEC,  the  impl icat ion o f  “...prohibit
34-14 land use act ions except  as  authorized by Research Ranch”  suggests

the possibi l i ty  o f  publ ic  access  c losure ,  which the  Department
must  oppose .

Page 27

Spec ia l Management A r e a s  (SMAsl should include language for
34-15  SY~~e6ae’pavret,,~~~nnins  and management with the  Arizona Game and

AGFD should  be  a  cooperator  for  Coordinated
Resource  Management Plans (CRMPS),  as  we l l .

Pages  28-29,  Table  2 -4

Coyote  Mountains  Recreat ion  Management  Area. We  recommend  to
speci f ical ly  add hunting as  a  recreat ion value. AGFD should be a
cooperator  in  developing the  access  p lan.

34-12. Routine management practices occurring on a day-to-day
basis are not relevant topics for discussion in an
RMF. NORAs are only one part of an administrative
action in carrying out decisions made through existing
Bureau planning. AG&FD  receives and has opportunity
to comment on all land exchange NORAs issued by the
Phoenix District. i

The role of NOMS  in the BLJl  land exchange process is !z
il lustrated in Figure 2-l  on page 21 of the draft
RMP/EIS. E

s
34-13. Refer to responses 29-6 and 29-7.

5
ii!

34-14. The AG&FD  will  be consulted if closure of public
access to BLM-administered land is contemplated. z

0

34-15. The AG&FD  has always been an important contributor in iTi
the development of BLM  activity plans. We expect the
close cooperation to continue in all  areas of  mutual %
interest and responsibility. 0

5
E



Aqua Blanc0 Ranch Multiple  Resource Management Area and Cocoraque
Butte-Waterman MRMA.
the access plan.

AGFD should be included in development of
AlSO, hunting should speci f ical ly  be included

as  a  va l id  act iv i ty .

Si lverbel l  Desert  Biqhorn Sheep Management  Area . AGFD should be
the  pr imary cooperator ,  and named as  such,  for  development  o f  the
act iv i ty  plan. Also ,
Harris ’

we  recommend inc luding  desert  torto ise  and
hawk as key species  in  this  area.

Picacho Mountains Deser t Torto ise Management Area. The
Department supports A l t e r n a t i v e  B f or communications s i t e
deve lopment , aiso  the ACEC designation under  Alternative  B.  We
compliment the Bureau for  recognizing the high-value r iparian and
native plant  values. However,
l o s s  o f hunting

we are  concerned  about  the  impl ied
r e c r e a t i o n o p p o r t u n i t i e s  o n 2,341 a c r e s

assoc ia ted w i t h the Appleton-Whit te l l ACEC.
opposes a  hunting c losure of  these lands.

The Department

We are  somewhat  puzzled  by  the  vast  array  o f  Speciat  Management
d e s i g n a t i o n s ,  a n d  w h a t  t h e y  m e a n ,  u n d e r  A l t e r n a t i v e  B . The
document never  explains  what  is  meant  by certain terms,  such as

34-16  “...manage  t o  e n h a n c e  r e c r e a t i o n  v a l u e s ”  a n d  “..  .manage  f o r
conservat ion  values . ” We are  part icular ly  concerned about  the
a b s e n c e  o f any r e f e r e n c e  t o hunting r e c r e a t i o n and ac t ive
cooperat ion with the  Arizona Game and Fish Department .

34-n

3 4

We spec i f i ca l ly  do  not  understand the  desert  torto ise  emphasis  in
the Picacho Mountains. The  major i ty  o f  pr ime  deser t  tor to i se
h a b i t a t  i n the  Picacho Mountains  is  at  e levat ions  below BLM
holdings. Converse ly , the  S i lverbe l l -West  S i lverbe l l -Ragged  Peak
a r e a i s  h i g h - q u a l i t y  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t , w i t h  a v iab le
populat ion  that  would  benef i t  f rom act ive  management  e f forts .

We cons ider  i t  i ron ic  that  BLM proposes  to  “protec t ”  a  tor to i se
populat ion already impacted  by c o n s t r u c t i o n  0E the Central
Arizona Project  (CAP) Canal , and on a mountain with minimal to  no

,-I*  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g of  lands under  BLM control . The  S i lverbe l l
Complex, in  contrast , would benef i t  tremendously  from management
e f f o r t s  b y the  BLM. There fore ,  we strongly recommend the
designat  i o n  o f the S i l v e r b e l l  a r e a  a s  a sheep and tor to i se-
Management Area.

34-191  we a l s o  q u e s t i o n the c l o s u r e  o f any r o a d s  i n t h e  P i c a c h o
Mountains which access exist ing AGFD catchments.

Page 31, Issue 5 - Recreat ion Management

34-20

T a b l e  2 - 4  d o e s  n o t  d e s c r i b e the management  goals  and planned
act ions  in  any detai l . Again, hunting is  never  mentioned,  nor  is
the commitment  t o c o o p e r a t e w i t h AGFD ever mentioned. W e
s t r o n g l y recommend signiEicant e x p a n s i o n  oE the  document  to
c learly  explain the  goals  and planned act ions  for  a l l  SMAs.

34-16. Hunting is prominently mentioned as an important
recreational use in Chapter 3 of the draft RMP/EIS.
Recreation values are those discussed in the
Recreation Use section of Chapter 3 in the draft
RMP/EIS. Conservation values with reference to
cultural sites are defined in the Glossary and in
Appendix 6 of the draft RMP/EIS.

34-17. See responses 18-2 and 18-7.

34-18. See response 18-6.

34-19. AGgFD  access to service catchments is considered a
necessary function and would not be affected by public
access closures.

34-20. Since hunting is an important recreation use of public
land (see Chapter 3 Recreation @ section), the
activity is expected to continue. During the
development of activity plans detailing the methods
for achieving the identified management goals for
ACECs  and special management areas, the AG&FD  would be
consulted if any hunting restrictions are discussed.
The close-working relationship between the BLM and the
AG&FD  is expected to continue in all areas of mutual
interest.



34-21

34-22

Page 42, Land Tenure Adjustments

we  strongly question the conclusions concerning the ability to
retain, or increase, BLM holdings in the Sierrita and Las Guijas
Mountains. we  believe losses of  wildlife habitat for desert mule
deer and javelina  will  be significant in the Sierrita and Cerro
Colorado Mountains. A significant white-tailed deer population
will  be sacrificed via exchange of the Las Guijas Mountains.

Also, acquisition of  the Tortolita Mountains,  but disposal of  the
lower bajada holdings and the Suizo  Mountains, w i l l  r e s u l t  i n
significant loss of  upland Sonoran desert habitat,  typif ied by
ironwood  (Olnea tesota),  palo  Verde ( C e r c i d i u m  -Jr  m e s q u i t e
(Prosopis  spp.),  a n d  s a g u a r o  (Carnegia  gigantia). Associated
wildlife include concentrations of Gambel quail ,  javelina, desert
mule deer, desert tortoise,  and Harris ’  hawk. The Arizona Game
and Fish Department is becoming increasingly more concerned with
ELM  disposal of  lands which exhibit high quality Sonoran desert
values.

g

34-23

The following AGFD wildlife water catchments would be removed
from public lands:

- Owl Head Mountain #5  (AGFD 1103)  NENW Section 1, TES, RllE
- Owl Head Mountain #9  (AGFD 1107)  SWSE Section 21, TES,  R12E

The following catchments have access roads which we require for
maintenance:

- Picacho Mountains #2  (AGFD #213)  Section 21,  TES, R9E
- Picacho Mountains #4  (AGFD 1688)  Section 10,  TBS, R9E  (S&d
- Picacho Mountains (5 (AGFD 1689)  SJ&Section  26 ,  TBS, R9E

Page 53, Map 2-9
Horsethief Basin Lake is wrongly labeled “Horseshoe Lake.”

Page 73, Map 2-25

34-24 I The same comment as for page 53,  plus the legend denotes a
“Recreation Mgmt. Area” that is nowhere to be found on the map.

Page 118

What is the criterion for “High Density Javelina  Habitat”? The
entire area between the Bradshaw Mountains and S.R.  74 to the

34-25  ;;;;“,,,r””
the map boundary to the w e s t  i s good javelina

Wildlife Management Unit 208  receives considerable use
by archery and general season javelina  hunters. The depiction on
the map is misleading, at best.

Page 120, Javelina

Highest density areas for javelina  may not have the greatest need
for management emphasis. As mentioned for the map on page 118,
javelina  hunting is very important outside areas marked as “High
Density.”

34-21. Only a small fraction of the land in the three areas
is public  land. Little change in current land u s e  i s
expected as a result of exchange. Consequently, we do
not expect exchange of the public land in these areas
to affect wildlife significantly.

34-22. The proposal to exchange public land outside the
identified Resource Conservation Area (RCAs)  for
non-public land within the RCAs would not  result  in  a
net loss of  the public values mentioned in the
comment. In the White Canyon and Silver Bell
Mountains RCAs,  for instance, the potential exists for
the BLM to acquire significantly more of these values
than are given up in exchange.

34-23. See response 34-19.

34-24. The recreation management area is the Hells Canyon s
Recreation Management Area. The area is shown on Map n
2-25 in the draft  RMP/EIS, although slightly obscured
by the shading used to denote the burro management ?
area. The area is more clearly shown on Map 2-25 in 2
this document.

8
34-25. The map depicts areas where the highest densities of

javelina  are expected. The reference used was the 2
m

AG&FD’s  1985 Big Game Distribution Map.



34-26

34-27

34-28

E

34-29

34-30

Page 121, Table 3-16

The f ishing days for Picacho Reservoir and Lake Pleasant appear
woefully inaccurate, as do the hunting days at Picacho. An
explanation of how these numbers are derived may clear this up.

Page 138, Table 4-6

Days for Picacho areas noted above and Pleasant have greatly
increased; it’s not clear how these numbers have changed, or why.

Page 148, Effects on Wild, Free-Roaming Burros

Management of  burros to increase population levels to halt the
population decline is  questionable management. Burros are not
wildlife, but are feral animals which can cause significant
adverse impact to wildli fe  habitat. There are plenty of areas in
the western United States where people can see r e l i c  h e r d s
without the need to risk overpopulation and abuse of  public  land.

Page 149, Table 4-S

Again, the fishing and hunting days for Picacho Reservoir and a
tenfold increase in fishing at Pleasant is not clear.

Page 173, Appendix 1

We note the inclusion of lands in TllN,  R3w in the table of  land
meeting FLPMA Sales criteria, but find no mention of resources or
impacts to those resources in the draft REP. Without those,
adequate analysis  of  impacts  is  impossible .

34-26.

34-27.

34-28.

34-29.

34-30.

The figures listed in the draft m/EIS  on page  121 ,
Table 3-16,  are visitor use numbers for visits to
public land on or near Picacho Reservoir and Lake
Pleasant. These figures are not total visitor Use
figures for fishing or hunting visitor use days
either reservoir.
The figures described in the draft RMP/EIS  on page
138,  Table 4-6,  indicate increased visitation to
public land near Lake Pleasant due to long-term
increases in the population of Phoenix and the north
valley as well  as increased public use of  the enlarged
and improved Lake Pleasant Regional County Park. The
figures describe only visits on or to Dublic land and
do not represent total visitor use at the reservoir.
The figures for Picacho Reservoir are unchanged from
those presented in Chapter 3, Table 3-16. The
described fishing and hunting visits are those
attributable onlv to Dublic land, not the entire
Picacho Reservoir.
Public Law 92-195 makes the BLM responsible for the
welfare and protection of unclaimed and unbranded
burros found on public land. The management of burros
on public land is accomplished at the minimum level
necessary to assure the herd’s free-roaming character,
health and self-sustaining ability.
The figures in the draft RMP/EIS  on page 149, Table
4-8, describe a situation where there would be pi
public land near Picacho Reservoir. Accordingly,
fishing and hunting days attributed to public land at
Picacho Reservoir would be zero. Under Alternative B,
much of the land encompassing Lake Pleasant Regional
County Park would be public land used by the county
under a Cooperative Recreation Management Agreement.
Visitor use of this park land would be considered
visits to public  land; thus visits to public land in
the Lake Pleasant Resource Conservation Area would
increase under Alternative B. Presently, no fishing
activity attributable to use of public land occur on
Lake Pleasant. Under Alternative 8, a  s izable
increase in the use of public land for fishing
activity would be anticipated due to an increase in
public land areas resulting from BLM-state exchanges.

Parcels l isted in Appendix 1 of  the draft RMP/EIS  are
those that meet the criteria stated in the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) for public land
sale . These parcels are identif ied for disposal and
have been evaluated to determine whether they contain
values which would preclude disposal, either by
exchange or sale. If the AG&FD  is  aware of  values on
the parcels l isted which might affect  a disposal
decision, the BLM would appreciate receiving this
information.
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D e a r  M r .  T o w e r  a

Thank  you  ior  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e  d r a f t
Phoen ix  Resource  Management  P lan  and  Environmental  Impact
Statement .

I  must  compl iment  the  RMP team fo r  the  p lan ’s  emphas is
o n  special  m a n a g e m e n t  of  t h e  s c e n i c ,  recreatlonal,  b l o t l c ,
a n d  c u l t u r a l  valbes o n  p u b l i c  l a n d s .  T h e s e  a r e  i m p o r t a n t
r e s o u r c e s  f o r  b o t h  t h e  h e a l t h  o f  t h e  l a n d  a n d  t h e  h e a l t h  o f
Arizona’s  economy, as the  state ’s  population  g r o w s  a n d  o u r
tour ism indus t ry  expands .

F o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t , w e  s u p p o r t  t h e  p l a n s  l a i d  o u t  u n d e r
A l t e r n a t i v e  C . I t  g i v e s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  p r o t e c t i o n  t o
sensftfve  p l a n t  a n d  animal p o p u l a t i o n s ,  a n d  b y  extensfon,  t o
the ecosystems they require. I t  a l s o  d o e s  a  b e t t e r  j o b  o f
protecting  some other  va lues . E s p e c i a l l y  praiseworthy  a r e
t h e  A l t e r n a t i v e  C  b o u n d a r i e s  o f  t h e  W h l t e  C a n y o n  a n d  P e r r y
Mesa /Lar ry  Canyon  ACECs. W e  a l s o  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  t h e
p r o p o s e d  RLPPA t r a n s f e r  o f  BLM  l a n d s  i n  t h e  T o r t o l i t a
Mounta lns .

W e  w o u l d ,  h o w e v e r , l i ke  to  see  some changes  in
A l t e r n a t i v e  C :

1 .  The  Waterman Mounta ins  ACEC should  encompass  the  Pan
Quemado range. The  ACEC is  apparent ly  meant  as  a  re fuge  for
the  Tumamoc g lobeber ry , wh ich  c lea r ly  has  hab i ta t  ex tend ing
through  the  Pan  Quemado  a rea .  More  s ign i f i can t ly ,  the  Pan
Q u e m a d o s  m a y  a l s o  s u p p o r t  a  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  T h o r n b e r ’ s
f ishhook  cactus , a n d  w o u l d  a p p e a r  f r o m  t h e  g r o u n d  t o  b e  g o o d
d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  habltat.  T h u s , a  l a r g e r  A C E C  c o u l d  p r o v i d e
p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  a l l  t h r e e  species.

.  The  S i lver  Bell  D e s e r t  B i g h o r n  StiA  shou ld  a lso  be  managed
35-z ior  d e s e r t  t o r t o l s e . I t  c o n t a i n s  f a r  m o r e  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t

than  the  Plcacho Mountains SMA proposed In Alternative B,
a n d  w l t h  aoqulsition  o f  s ta te  and  pr iva te  ho ld ings  be tween

35-l . The Waterman Mountains ACEC encompasses populations of d
the endangered Nichol  Turk’s head cactus. Habitat for
Tumamoc globeberry and Thornber fishhook cactus is r:
found throughout the proposed Silver Bell RCA. Adding 0
Pan Quemado to the ACEC boundary would not add
significantly to protaction  efforts for any of the
three species. 2o-3

35-2. Refer to response 18-6.

El



35-3

t h e  S i l v e r  B e l l s  a n d  R a g g e d  T a p . i t  c r e a t e s  a  w e l l - d e f i n e d
a n d  m a n a g e a b l e  a r e a  o f  p r i m e  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t .  M a n a g e m e n t
s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  a n  e n d  t o  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g .  a s  c a t t l e  a r e  a
p r i n c i p l e c a u s e  o f  t u r t l e  m o r t a l i t y  (as m e n t i o n e d  o n  p .
117); c l o s u r e  o f  m o s t  e x i s t i n g  r o a d s  a n d  t r a i l s ,  t o  p r e v e n t
t o r t o i s e  c o l l e c t i n g  ( p . 1 1 7 )  a n d  d i s t u r b a n c e  o f  b i g h o r n  s h e e p
(p. 115); a n d  c l o s u r e  t o  n e w  m i n i n g  c l a i m s , t o  p r e v e n t
b i g h o r n  d i s t u r b a n c e ,  h e a v y  h u m a n  u s e , a n d  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f
n e w  a c c e s s  r o a d s  ( p p . 1 1 5  &  1 1 7 ) .

3 .  T h e  P i c a c h o  M o u n t a i n s  s h o u l d  b e  m a n a g e d  a s  a  d e s e r t
t o r t o i s e  SMA, a s  p r o p o s e d  i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  B ,  a n d  n o t  a s  a
CRMA. R e c r e a t i o n - o r i e n t e d  m a n a g e m e n t  w o u l d  h a v e  s i g n i f i c a n t
d a m a g i n g  e f f e c t s  o n  t h e  t o r t o i s e  p o p u l a t i o n  (p.155).
M a n a g e m e n t  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  a n  e n d  t o  l i f e s t o c k  g r a z i n g ,  a n d
oooperatlve  m a n a g e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  S t a t e  L a n d  D e p a r t m e n t  f o r
t h e  h e a l t h  o f  t h e  t o r t o i s e  p o p u l a t i o n  o n  a d j a c e n t  b a j a d a
a r e a s .

4 .  Alternatfve  C  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  t h e  A l t e r n a t i v e  B  p r o p o s a l
of R&PPA  transfers to Pima  County of Saginaw Hill and Tucson
M o u n t a i n  P a r k  E x t e n s i o n  (p.31).

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h o s e  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  w e  h a v e  s o m e  c o m m e n t s
o n  t h e  d o c u m e n t  a s  a  w h o l e :

5. T h e  Yuma M i n e  p r o p e r t y  (T13S,  R12E,  S9)  s h o u l d  b e  c l o s e d
t o  n e w  m i n i n g  c l a i m s . E f f o r t s  s h o u l d  b e  m a d e  t o  r e t i r e  t h e
e x i s t i n g  c l a i m s , a n d  t h e  l a n d  s h o u l d  b e  t r a n s f e r r e d  t h r o u g h
R&PPA  t o  t h e  U . S .  P a r k  S e r v i c e .  S i m i l a r  c l o s u r e  a n d
t r a n s f e r s  s h o u l d  b e  d o n e  f o r  p u b l i c  l a n d s  i n  S e c t i o n s  2 6 ,
3 3 ,  a n d  3 4 . A l l  t h e s e  p a r c e l s  a r e  a p p a r e n t l y ,  a n d
i n a p p r o p r i a t e l y , l i s t e d  f o r  d i s p o s a l  in t h e  R M P  (p. 174).

6. T h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  M i n e r a l s  M a n a g e m e n t  (p.16)  s h o u l d
i n c l u d e  a  s e c t i o n  o n  c l o s u r e  o f  l a n d  t o  n e w  m i n e r a l  e n t r y .
T r u e  m u l t i p l e  u s e  m a n a g e m e n t  m u s t  i n c l u d e  a  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o
exclude, i n  SOme  a r e a s . u s e s  w h i c h  a r e  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h
o t h e r  u s e s  o r  w i t h  e x i s t i n g  a n d  d e s i r e d  v a l u e s .

I
7 .  M a n a g e m e n t  p l a n s  f o r  vaI,ues  t h a t  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  g r a z i n g ,

35-4
s u c h  a s  riparian  h a b i t a t  o r  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  p o p u l a t i o n s ,
s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  e x p l i c i t  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  r e d u c i n g  o r  r e t i r i n g
g r a z i n g  a l l o t m e n t s  a n d / o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  c a t t l e  exclosures.

35-5) 3 .  T h e  S o u t h  B r a d s h a w s  a n d  R a g g e d  T o p  WSAs  s h o u l d  b e
i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  t a b l e  o n  p .  1 8 4 .

35-3. Refer to response 33-2.

35-4. When the approved RMF  is implemented, activity plans
will  be developed detailing the methods for achieving
the identified management goals for ACECs  and special
management areas. In compliance with NEPA, all
appropriate measures will be taken to mitigate impacts
to important values in each area.

35-5 * The South Bradshaws East and Ragged Top WSAs were
studied in the Arizona Mohave Wilderness Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, not the Phoenix
Wilderness Final EIS.



35-6

35-7

35

9 .  T h e  “ L i t t l e  l o n g - n o s e d  b a t ”  fp.  1). & 190) s h o u l d  b e
r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  “Sanborn’s  l o n g - n o s e d  b a t ” .  I t  s h o u l d
probably also be upgraded to  status C-l ,  as  USFWS has
offlclally proposed to determine Endangered status for It
( F e d e r a l  Register,  J u l y  6 ,  1 9 6 7 ,  p p .  25271-25274).

1 0 .  A  b l a n k e t  p o l i c y  o f  full  f i r e  s u p p r e s s i o n  (p.  1 9 )  i s  n o t
appropriate. Wildfires should be allowed to burn when not a
human hazard, a s  t h e y  c a n  c o n t r i b u t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o
n a t u r a l  e c o l o g i c a l  p r o c e s s e s .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e y  c a n
benefit wildlife by enhancing the forage available.

11. R e s t r i c t i n g  vehicles  w i t h i n  SMAs  t o  “existlng.roads  a n d
trai Is”  (pp. 26-30,  37-39)  i s  n o t  a n  a d e q u a t e  p r e s c r i p t i o n .
Past off-road vehicle use has,  in many places,  created
unneeded and inappropriate trails  that would be
“grandfathered” i n  u n d e r  t h a t  d i r e c t i v e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  f e w
areas have had detailed inventories done on their roads and
trai Is, so there is  no standard of “existing” with which to
determine that a road or trall  is  new. The only workable
management tool  to limit undeslreable vehicle use is  to
close al l  roads and trails unless they are signed open (Off--_-.. -
Road Vehicles on.,.rubllc  Land, Council  on Environmental
Pual l tv .  1979: “Imoacts  and Manaaement of  Off -Road
Vehicles”,  USGS, 1977). This was-considered and rejected for
the Phoenix District  as a whole (p.421,  an appropriate
measure given  the scattered and diverse nature of  the lands
involved. It  absolutely s h o u l d  be implemented, however,  on
SMAs  and ACECs, as they are well-defined and manageable
parcels with identified values In need of protection.

12.  Tables describing the ACECs and SMAs  should also l ist
the grazfng  allotments associated with those areas.  This
would allow cross-reference to Appendices 2,  3,  and 4 (pp.
175-184)  and to other documents on range condition and
management.

35-6. The Sanbom’s  long-nosed bat has been removed from the
Phoenix Resource Area’s special  status l ist .  The
species is not known to inhabit areas under our
administration.

35-7. Activity plane developed for ACECs and special
management areas would identify areas where less than
full suppression of fires or prescribed burning would
be beneficial in achieving the management goals
described for the areas.

35-g. Site-specific activity planning will evaluate ORV
signing needs necessary to achieve ORV management
goals . The use of ORV signing would be restricted to
marking major entry points administered by the BLM  and
other specific areas (ACECS,  special  management
areas). In high visibil ity and use areas,  signing may
be needed to acquaint users with ORV designations and
describe where visitors can obtain additional
information. Intensive signing is anticipated only in
areas with identified management concerns (ACECs and
special management areas). Signing, public education
efforts, a visitor use map (with ORV policies
described) and BLM  ranger patrols should be adequate
to ensure compliance with ORV management policies.

fl
is!
n

Dale S. Turner
Conservation Chair
Rincon  Group
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36-l

36-2

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix, Resource Area Manger
Surea”  of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Wildlife Society (TWS) appreciates the opportunity to ccnnment  on the
Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(WP). We commend the Bureau of Land Management on the proposed
designation of seven  Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). Our
main comments on the RMP involve requests for ACEC boundary modifications;
impacts to Federally threatened and endangered (T&E) species, riparian
h a b i t a t s , and Sonoran  Desert upland bajadas; and the inadequate management
p r e s c r i p t i o n s . Please consider the following comments.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

I 1 . TWS strongly supports ACEC designations for Baboquivart  Mountains,
Waterman Mountains, White Canyon, Perry Mesa, Larry Canyon, Tanner Wash,
and Appleton-Whittell. We request, however, a more detailed analysis of
areas that were rejected for this designation.

2 . We urge implementation of Alternative C for Perry Canyon ACEC and the
expansion of the boundaries to include T. lON.,  R.  3E.,  Sections 10, 11,
and 12. This expansion will allow acquisition of Gila  intermedia and
r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t . This riparian habitat includes cienega  and deciduous
broadleaf riparian forest components.

3. We also urge implementation of Alternative C boundary designations for
the Waterman Mountains and Tanner Wash to maximize known and potential
s p e c i a l  stat”8  s p e c i e s  h a b i t a t . Sections T. lBN.,  R.  21E.,  Section 11 and
15 contain a candidate category I endangered plant and should be acquired
as part of the Tanner Wash ACEC.

36- l . Refer to responses 22-4 and 22-5.

36-2. Refer to responses 3-2 and 29-12.



4 . TWS requests that the Black Canyon RCA boundaries be modified to
include T. llN.,  R. ZE., E l/2 Section 22, E l/2  Section 27, and E l/2

36-3  section 34. In addition, acquisition of T. 12N.,  R. 3E.,  E l/2  Section 6,
and T. 13N., R. 3E. SW l/4 Section 31 would ensure federal protection of
the entire perennial stretch of Ash Creek.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

5 . Implementation of this BMP  constitutes a major federal action and
therefore requires consultation with FLsh  and Wildlife Service under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for ThE species affected by this

36-4  actio”’ Impacts to affected TLE  species are inadequately described in this
document and should be analyzed in a separate biological assessment. Both
positive end negative impacts will result from land disposal and
acquisition and from changes in land management practices. In addition,
BLM  should confer with FWS regarding impacts to Federally proposed species.

6. This BMP  is an appropriate vehicle to define Recovery Plan objectives

36-5
and actions for T6E  species affected by this action. BLM should use this
planning document to meet and enhance the objectives of existing recovery
plans.

36-6

36-7

7 . TWS is concerned that disposal of land with candidate species listed in
Appendix 9, without proper assessment, may necessitate listing of those
species later. This conflicts with BIJ4  policy to “identify habitat
improvement or expansion efforts required to downlist  or deltst  a species.”
BLM  should strive to retain lands containing special status species within
Federal ownership.

8. The bald eagle recolonization of the Agua  Fria will be greatly affected
by BLM management of riparisn  habitats in Black Canyon and Lake Dleasent
WAS. Bald eagle nesting trends should be discussed in this document and
BLM  should consider the entire drainage as s single ecological unit when
prescribing management for this ares.

36- 8( 9. BLM  should reconsider the proposed disposal of Little Colorado River
spinedace habitat on Silver Creek. This is the only Federally owned parcel
of land along this creek below the town of Silver Creek. This land should
be retained in Federal ownership to ensure the conttnued  survival of this
species and allow for future recovery efforts.

36-9

1 0 . Disposal of land containing populations of paperspined cactus would
lead to the decline of this species, however, the RMP  states that “. . . most
of the populations occur in New Mexico and habitat loss in Arizona is not
expected to affect its status.” We question whether this habitat disposal
is sn insignificant impact  to this species. In Arizona, 43 occurrences are

36-3. Refer  to  responses 29-11 and 29-12.

36-4. Refer  to  response  12-l  and the  General  Response  to
Comments  on Sect ion 7  Consultat ion.

36-5. Recovery  p lan  ob ject ives  are  incorporated  into  the
management goals  and/or  planned act ions  for ACECs  and
special management areas recommended in the proposed
RPW.

36-6. The f inal  decision to dispose of  land with candidate
species rests upon the results of  environmental
assessments made when a specific disposal action is
proposed. All environmental values are considered in
the assessment, including those not considered issues
in this RMP/EIS.

z
36-7. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which administers

compliance with the Endangered Species Act, agrees :
with the BLM’a  assessment of the alternatives’ impacts
to the bald eagle in the Agua Fria River area. z

0u
36-g. Refer to response 22-3.

z
Ill

36-9. Refer to response 34-S. G
0,
D



36-9

36-10

documented  in  the  s tate  at  16  loca l i t i es ,  6  o f  which are on B L M  l a n d . T h e
remain ing  10  o c currences  o f  the  papersp ined  cac tus  are  on  S ta te  and  pr iva te
l a n d  receiving  n o  f o r m a l  p r o t e c t i o n . T h e s e  6  o c c u r r e n c e s  s h o u l d  b e
re ta ined  in  Federa l  management  t o  avo id  the  fu ture  need  to  l i s t  th i s
SpeCi.26.

RIPARIAN HABITATS

11. ‘IWS cons iders  r ipar ian  hab i ta ts  t o  be  the  most  endangered  hab i ta ts  in
A r i z o n a  a n d  i s  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t h e  d i s p o s a l  o f  r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t s  f r o m
Federa l  ownersh ip  through  severa l  o f  the  RMP  a l t e rnat ives . BLM is required
to comply with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 and the BLM National
Riparian  Po l i cy  whi ch  requ i re  that  r ipar ian  areas  be  re ta ined  in  f edera l
o w n e r s h i p  “ “ l e s s  d i s p o s a l  i s  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t . This document has not
adequate ly  shown that  the  proposed  r ipar ian  hab i ta t  d i sposa l  i s  in  the
p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t . T W S  u r g e s  B L M  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  d i s p o s a l  o f  r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t s
and  t o  s t r i ve  t o  p lace  add i t i ona l  a c reage  under  Federal ownership.

12. I t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  t o  match  many  o f  the maps with  the  assoc ia ted  tab les
t o  f o l l o w  BLM’s  a n a l y t i c a l  p r o c e s s e s .

36-l  II  13. Table  4 -3  shou ld  show which  r ipar ian  hab i ta ts  are  decreased  and  which
a r e  i n c r e a s e d  by each  a l ternat ive .

14. BIJI  should implement Alternative C for Larry Creek and White Canyon
riparian areas to ensure management of upland watersheds.

36-12

36-F

15. Management  o f  des ignated  rlparian a r e a s  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f
woodcut t ing ,  an  ac t iv i ty  which  i s  genera l ly  adverse  to  a  hea l thy  r ipar ian
habitat.

SONORAN DESERT UPLAND BAJADAS

15. The  Sonora”  Desert  bajadas are  extremely  unique  and  d iverse  hab i tats
found in Arizona. Most  o f  these  hab i tats  around  Phoenix  and  Tucson  are
d i r e c t l y  o r  I n d i r e c t l y  i m p a c t e d  by housing d e v e l o p m e n t s . TWS  recommends
that t h e  B L M  r e c o n s i d e r  d i s p o s a l  o f  l a n d s  w i t h  h i g h  q u a l i t y  Sonoran  D e s e r t
ba jada  va lues  and  cons ider  a cqu i s i t i on  o f  add i t i ona l  par ce l s  o f  th i s
habftat. S p e c i f i c a l l y , the  S i l verbe l l  Mounta ins ,  P i cacho  Mounta ins ,  Suiz”
!4ountains, and  Torto l i ta  Mounta ins  conta in  qual i ty  Sonora”  Desert  ba jada
habitat.

36-141”. BLM  s h o u l d  speclflcally  proh ib i t  the  deve lopment  o f  a  road  to  the
Newman Peak  communicat ions  s i te  t o  avoid  severance  o f  th is  habi tat .

18. We  commend  BLM for  the  concept  o f  a  deser t  t o r to i se  management  area ,
36-1‘5  but  be l i eve  the  current  BLM boundar ies  f o r  the  P i cacho  Mounta ins  t o  be

inadequate  f o r  such a  des ignat ion . The current boundaries omit from BLM
management  the  bajada which contains  the  majori ty o f  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e

36-10. Refer to response 22-12.

36-11. Refer to Appendix 7 in the draft RMP/EIS.

36-12. The Phoenix Resource Area does not currently issue
woodcutting permits. Activity planning for special
management areas and ACECs  would address any problems
associated with woodcutting,  i f  appropriate.

36-13. Refer to response 34-22.

36-14. Refer to response 29-7.

36-15. Refer to response 18-7.



I habitat. We recommend that BLM  expand the current management boundariee  1”
the Picacho Mountains to include balada habitat which will enable

36-151
conservation of a minimum viable population of desert tortoises.
Increasine  the manaeement  area size  will ensure conservation’ of a more

36-16

3647

I inclusive ecosystem for all  the species in the Picacho Mountains,
especially with increased development in this area over the next 20 years.

1 9 . In addition CO  bighorn sheep, the Silverbell Mountains also contain a
healthy population of desert tortoises. This area should be managed as
both a bighorn sheep and desert tortoise management area since management
objectives and goals would be compatible for the two species. BLM should
implement the expanded boundaries provided in Alternative C for the
Silverbell Mountains for more effective bfghorn sheep  management.

OBJECTIVES AND PRESCRIPTIONS

20. The objectives and prescriptions presented in Chapter 2 are generally
vague and unmeasureable. Without detailed prescriptions, it is impossible
to follow BLM’s  impact analysis of RMP implementation. At a minimum, BLM
should define management objectives and prescriptions for riparian  areas,
T6E  species, and other wildlife. Without better defined objectives and
prescriptions, the document fails to meet Federal Land Policy and
Management Act guidelines for wildlife resources.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this RMP. Should you
require further clarification of any of the above commenta, pleaee contact
The Wildlife Society  at the above address.

SheryiJ  L. Barrett
President-elect
Arizona Chapter

36-16. Refer to response 18-6.

36-17. Refer to the General Response to Comments on the
Planning Process.
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MCKINLEY COUNTY WILDLIFE FEDERFITION
1420 Monterey

Gallup, New Mexico 87301

2 3  Apr11  1988

CIrthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix Resource FIrea
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix Arizona

Dear Mr. Tower:

The McKinley County (New Mexico) Wildlife Federation
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Phoenix
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement.

Our organization has recently become sensitized to the
importance of ELM Land Management Plans a6 they affect the
quality of l i f e  i n  0”~  region. We realized almost too late
that the New Mexico ELM Farmington Resource Area  Management
Plan included a plan to dispose of all "vacant publsc  land"
in McKinley County, New Mexico. Now we come to understand
that the Phoenix Resource Flrea  Management Plan proposes a
s imi lar  "dlmpasal  plan" for all the public land in Apache
and Navajo Counties. Arizona. We belleve  these plans taken
individually and collectively reflect an abandonment of
public interests 1n the protectzon  and management of
wildlife habltat  and other natural I-esource  management
interests in our region of Flrizona  and New Mexico.  We
bel ieve the “synergist ic” effects of these plans which, If
implemented, would result in the total loss  of public
rangelands in East Centeral  firizona and West Central New
Mexico, would result in irt-ett-evable and lrreverslble loss
of wildlife habitat, open space and natural resource
management I" this r-egron.

6's  we understand the plan there would be almost total
disposal of ELM Lands in Navajo  County, and two fifths of
the public land in ApackCCounty under all but the "no
action" plan. However, we come to this conclusion by the
circuitous method of examining Table 4-1 which  shows loss
of Payment in Lieu of Tax Revenues. It 1s very distressing
that the plan does not show in map form which speclflc
public  lands would be disposed of in FIpache and Navajo
counties. We would request that these lands be specifically
identified  and subject to public review before the plan 15
f ina l ized .

CI second issue where information LB not apparently accurate
37-Z is in map 3-4~  purporting to show "Medium  to High  Density

Pronghorn Antelope Habitat" in the Apache-Navajo Portlon  of

37-l. The land tenure adjustment issue is discussed on page
20 and under each alternative in Chapter 2 of the
draft RMP/EIS. Under Alternatives B and C, it would
be the BLM’s  intent to consolidate .public  land into
Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Cooperative
Recreation Management Areas (CRMAs). Public land
outside the RCAs  and CRMAs are identif ied for disposal
to another federal agency (i .e. ,  public land bordering
the Petrified Forest National Park and the Saguaro
National Monument), to local governments under the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (RhPPA),  by
exchange or sale (land identified in Appendix 1) or by
exchange only.

37-2. According to the Arizona Game and Fish Department
Pronghom Distribution Map (1985),  the area from St.
Johns to Sanders supports very sparse to sparse
densities of pronghorn.



37-2

37-3

37-4

37-6

the Resource Area. We belreve that the regxon  between
Sanders and St. Johns along US 6bb  should reflect a medium,
If not high  Pronghorn denelty.

On page 23 the plan mentions  that  “40,OO”  acres  have been
ldentlfled  f o r  disposal t o  benefit  t h e  PetrIfled  F o r e s t
Natlonal Park” and an addktlonal 452% aci-es  have been
ldentlfled  as sultable  f o r  disposal t h r o u g h  s t a t e  lndemnlty
selectIon, sta te  o r -  private  eccahange  or  sale.” We can find
nowhere where these lands are  ldentlfled. Would these lands
Include  what we belleve may be part of the medium to high
density pronghorn habltat (see above)’ Bv  InspectIon of
t ab l e  4-1 It would appear that three four-ths of thle  land
would come from Apache and Navajo  Counties. 15  this  a
correct Inference-

I t  a l so  wou ld  appear that rlparla”  habltat .  while  Increased
avera,,  xn the R,,P  would be decreased 1” the Apache-Nava,o
portion. Speclflclty  I” t h e  p l a n  1s requlslte  t o  b e  sure  o f
this  conclusion. But  t h e  p a t t e r n  o f  substantial  l o s s  o f
habltat resources 1” the apache-Nava>o  portIon IS of
concern.

If  we are correct I” this  analys,ls  we have gi-ave  concerns
over the withdrawal  of federal public  land management on
both sides of the New Mexico  and Arizona State line  as  It
~111 effect the ablllty  to  manage  wlldlsfe  and rxparlan
h a b l t a t  I” this  reglo”. To this  end we propose the
f0110w1ng:

1) BLM  ldentlfv  a ” Special Management Flrea”  I” the Zunl
Rl ver  , Surprise  Creek  a n d  Hardscrabble  W a s h  Region. This
St-l13  would  a l so  canstltute  a  land acquls%t1on  and
consolldatlon  zone  f o r  P r o n g h o r n  habxtat. Cln  addltlonal
benefit  of cansolldatlon  and lntenslve  management I” this
area wou ld  be protectlon  of Important but badly vandalized
c u l t u r a l  resmurces  zn t h i s  z o n e .

7) BLM  identify  a l l  natura l  surface water sources  and
rlparlan  habntat a s  retention  zo”es,“Pub1 1.z  Body Exchange
O n l y ”  zones  (State, NatIonal Park  Service, F&WS),  or-  BLM
acqulsltlon  zonee. The ablllty  to manage and promote
wlldllfe va lues  I” arid  regions 15 based l a rge ly  on  the
ability  to manage and protect water sources  from
lncompatlble  uses, as you recognize by the ~ipeclal
attention  given t o  rlparlan  habltat  xn y o u r  p l a n .  T h e
special concern already given to these zones  needs to be
redoubled beyond the acreage calculations.  Land
consolldatlon  and acqulsltlon  should take place I” areas
like  the Llttle  Colorado River 1” the Woodruff area and the
Puerto  River between PetrIfled  Forest and Halbrook, where
ewlstlng  BLM  holdings a l ready  form protective  anchors which
should be expanded.

37-3. Refer to responses 37-l and 37-2.

37-4. Appendix 7 of the draft RMP/EIS  shows which riparian
habitat would be considered for disposal under each
alternative.

37-S. BLM parcels in the region are identified for
acquisition by the state of  Arizona. The state is
bound by terms of a Memorandum of Agreement to manage
the cultural values in a manner consistent with
federal laws and regulations. An aerial surveillance
program, jointly managed by federal and state
agencies,  exists in the Zuni-Hardscrabble  region of
Apache County. This  program is designed to deter
archaeological vandalism.

Alternatives for consolidating more public land in
Apache and Navajo Counties were considered but not
carried forward for the reasons stated on page 41 of m
the draft RMP/EIS. z

A

37-6. Refer to responses 3-2, 22-3 and 22-12. m



17 ) BLM  should al low no net loss of Fubllc  land values I”
./  .:he a n d  Nava~a  Cauntlrs. iniml-odnges  should be al 1 owed

‘ o n l y  wlthin  t h e  Apache-NavaJO  portlon  f o r  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  1’ I
management. A net  loss  of public  land va lues  1” this
portlon  c rea tes  an undue hardshlp  on the loca l  publ ic .  When

37-7  combined  with  s~mllar  BLM  plans on the New Mexico side Of
the State line, t h e  combined  e f f e c t s  w i l l  r e s u l t  1n a
severe  Impact  on the w i l d l i f e  and recreation opportunities
a n  this  portlan  o f  t h e  Calarada Flateau.  This  r e s u l t  w o u l d
be unfair  and unacceptab le  to  our  population.

We appreciate the opportunity  to comment on the Plan and
hope that our-  comments ~111 resu l t  I” a more benef&clal
plan for the wlldllfe  and human populations  of apache  and
N~V~JCI  Cauntles in CIr~zona  and McKinley  County lrl  New
Mex1c0.

$
:

37-7. Exchanges are not projected to cause a significant 2
loss of  public land values such as wildlife or
recreational values. Little change from current land
uses is expected as a result of proposed exchanges.

Robert  E.  Menaoace
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B U R E A U  O F  R E C L A M A T I O N I%
L O W E R  C O L O R A D O  R E G I O N A L  O F F I C E

P.O. BOX 421
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dPh  ; a .‘16
M e m o r a n d u m

To: Mr. Arthur E. Tower, Phoenix Resource Area Manager,
Bureau of Land Management, 2015 West Deer Valley Road,

hghoanix, A r i z o n a  85027

From:  &egio”al  D i r e c t o r

S u b j e c t : Review of Draft Phoenix Resource “anagemenr  Plan and Environmental
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  (your  not i ce  o f  January  22 ,  1988)

We have  rev iewed the  sub jec t  RMP/EIS  and  have  the  f o l l owing  comments  to
o f f e r .

General comments

Picacho Mountain Resource Conservation Area (RCA) - The majority of
t o r t o i ses  encountered  and  t racked  by  rad io  t e l emetry  dur ing  Bureau  o f
R e c l a m a t i o n  ( R e c l a m a t i o n )  s p o n s o r e d  w i l d l i f e  s t u d i e s  h a v e  b e e n  f o u n d  o n  t h e
ba jadas  outs ide  o f  the  boundar i es  o f  the  current ly  proposed  P i cacho  Mounta in
RCA. These  ba jadas  conta in  the  most  d iverse  hab i ta t  and  spec ies  compos i t i on
in  th i s  mounta in  range . S p e c i f i c a l l y , t o r to i ses  were  l o ca ted  in  T .  8 S. ,
R .  9  E . ,  sec t i ons  16, 21, 28, 34, and  35  ( see  enc losed  map) .  Th i s  R C A  i s

38-I  proposed as a Tortoise Management Area. In o rder  t o  ma inta in  o r  improve  the
capab i l i ty  o f  impor tant  hab i ta t  t o  suppor t  ex i s t ing  populat i ons ,  we  be l i eve
i t  i s  c r i t i c a l  t h a t  t h e s e  a r e a s  b e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  R C A . T h i s  will  enable
BLM t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  m o s t  i n t e n s e l y  s t u d i e d  t o r t o i s e  p o p u l a t i o n  i n  A r i z o n a .
A l t h o u g h  R e c l a m a t i o n  d i d  n o t  c o n d u c t  t o r t o i s e  s t u d i e s  o n  t h e  e a s t  s i d e  o f
the  mountain ,  we  expect  these  ba jadas  to  be  just  as  important  to  res ident
w i l d l i f e . For  these  reasons ,  we  recommend  acqu is i t i on  o f  an  add i t i ona l
square mile around the presently proposed Picacho Mountain RCA.

We alSO  recommend against Increased recreation in the Picacho Mountains due
to  the  de t r imenta l  impac ts  th i s  wou ld  have  on  the  deser t  t o r to i se
popu la t i on . Impacts  On t h i s  s p e c i e s  f rom intense  human d i s turbance  have
been  observed  wi th  the  dec l ine  o f  t or to i ses  a t  P i cacho  Peak  State  Park .  We
would  d iscourage  advert i sement  o f  th is  area  as  a  tor to i se  management  area ,
t o  a v o i d  g e n e t i c  p o l l u t i o n  a n d  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  d i s e a s e s  i n t o  t h e  w i l d
popu la t i on  through  capt ive  tortoise  r e l e a s e s . T h i s  p r o h l e m  h a s  p e r s i s t e d  a t
the  Deser t  Tor to i se  Natura l  Area  in  Ca l i f o rn ia .

Ml  - F o r  f u t u r e  d r a f t  EIS’s,  i t  w o u l d  b e  h e l p f u l  t o  t h e  r e a d e r  i f  t h e  EIS
conta ined  a  map  o f  each  por t i on  ( e .g . ,  South  Centra l ,  Nor th  Centra l  and
Apache -Nava jo )  that  ident i f i e s  a l l  the  var i ous  des ignat i ons  ( R C A ;  A C E C ;  SMA;
CRMA;  RLPPA;  a n d  u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r s )  t h a t  a r e  p r o p o s e d  f o r  t h a t  p o r t i o n .

38-l. Refer to response 18-7.



t+ke  fie=ant - I t  i s  o u r  underst”nding  t h e  “greement  r e g a r d i n g  t h e
management of  the Federal  lands “t  Lsk” Pleasant,  that wil l  be used for
Rsclam”tion  purposes, will  be the r”sponslbility  of  Reclamation. These
lends wil l  be avai lable for public recrestionsl use. The  s ize  o f  the
Regional Perk h”s not yet  been f inal ized but wi l l  be .jointly determined by
Rncl”m”tion  and the Bureeu  o f  Land  Msnsgement  ( E L M ) .

gj@tey 1~  -  Pl@ning  I.ss+-Pege  5 ,  Iss2e 2 , ut i 1 ity Cor;+xs  and
Commupication  S i t e s

38-2

1

Hav”  “nalyses been conducted to determine whether  or  not  the c”p”city
or  capAbility  of  the  p lanned corr idors  “nd communicetion  sites will
me”t  the ant ic ipated needs of  the exe?

As p”rt  o f  i ts  Centr”1  Ariz:on”  Project  (CAP)  syntpm,  Reclflmation  p lans

38-3 to  construct  ” microwave communications site on Helmet Peak  in
section 11 of  T.  17 S. , R. 12 E. Wi l l  th is  const i tu te  ” conf l ict  with
the  RMP’s proposed Ilttlity  corr idors and communicntion  sites?

T h e  RMP/DEIS s t a t e s  th”t  BLM  “cquisition o f  R nest  s i t e  “ t  t h e  u p p e r
end  o f  L”k” Pleasant would not signif icantly ch”ngp the current

30-4 management of  bald eagle h”bit”t. We would  “gree  with this stetement
m&y  i f  BLM cont inue.”  enforcement  of  publ ic  clos~~rps  that “r”  now in
effect  dur ing the eagle breeding sesson. W e  recommend t h e  RMP/FEIS
reiternte  this commitment to do so.

En\rironm~_t_a!  Mena@ment..,.p_agea-- Regnrding  the s ta tement  that  ELM

38-5 wil l  conduct  protected plant  and cul tural  resource  clearences “s ” par t
of  the  envi ronmenta l  “nslysis process, what  percr.nt”ge  o f  l a n d  w i l l  b e
s u r v e y e d  t o  “ssess  imp”cts  o f  1”nd dlspossl?

Tsb!e-Z:h,  Pages ~?a-sO,Under~“P!anned~Actions”  - D o e s  prohibitton  o f

38-6 1”nd  use “uthorlzatlons  In  riparian “re”s  me”” th”t  g r a v e l  m i n i n g  w o u l d
be prohib i ted  in  the  rip”ri”n  zone? W e  rpcommpnd  the  EIS  indicate
whether or  not  grave.1 mining would be allowed.

I ‘ [ a b l e  214,  Pegs 2 9 ,  Gil%-River  Riper_ian  Mane_gement-A~e+  I f  bullt.
But tes  D”m--en  author ized festure o f  thp CAP--would result  In t h e

38-7 inllnd”tion  of  much of  the  Gi l”  R iver  Riparian M”n”gem”nt  Area by the

I

dnm’s reservoir  pool . T h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  and  i t s  implicetions t o  BLM’s
proposed “ction should be dis.zIIssed  in the EIS.

I &>yz 5  -  Recreat ion ~~YJlerl&~ RhPP  TransfersL--~m  ...~~  m ,  mW.e_32  - The  CAP’s
Tucson Aqueduct, Bl”ck  Mount”in  Pip”llnn w i l l  r e q u i r e  sp~roximstnlv

38-8 3 5  “crrn’of  p u b l i c  domein l”nds  locstnd  i n  t h e  WjWfE$  o’f’nection  li o f
T. 15 S., R. 12 E., G&SRM. Recl”mation  enticip”Les ” permenent
ensemr.nt  will  be acquired. The  draf t  EIS ident i f ies this  “r””  “s being
transferred to  P im” County  for  park  development . Any future us” of

38-2.

38-3.

38-4.

38-5.

38-b.

38-7 _

38-8.

The proposed location of corridors and communication
sites resulted from comments received during the issue
identification and alternative formulation phases of
the planning process. Comments from the industry
(Western Regional Corridor Study) as well as the needs
of existing users and forecasted future demand were
used to develop alternatives.

In our discussions with the Bureau of Reclamation,
Helmet Peak was not identified as a communication site
for the CAP. Applications by the Bureau of
Reclamation for communication sites would continue to
be considered until  disposal occurs.

The site would be protected in compliance with NEPA,
the ESA, and other applicable laws and regulations
(see the “Environmental Management” section on page 19
of the draft RMP/EIS).

The percent coverage of land surveyed depends on 1)
how much is known about the resources on the land, 2)
whether the area is near to known critical or
important resources and 3) whether the disposal is a
private or state exchange.

Gravel extraction restrictions apply only to the
riparian areas where land use authorizations are
prohibited. The prohibition does not apply to group
recreation use permits where the BLM is satisfied that
such use will not harm riparian values.

In the absence of receiving the Bureau of
Reclamation’s identification of plans and
recommendations concerning the Buttes Dam site during
the issue identification and alternative development
phase of the draft RMP/EIS, the BLM has not included
the impacts of the dam on resources along the Gfla
River.

When the schedule and specifications for the Buttes
Dam become available and its effects can be estimated
an amendment to the RMP would be considered.

Pima  County has indicated that the easement required
by the Bureau of Reclamation would not interfere with
park development of  the area.  Refer also to response
11-l .



38-g

I

Map Z-1,  Respurce  Conservat ion Areas  (South  Centra l  PortJon),  page-4-4 -
In  the  Picacho  RCA nrroneously  coded RS  Al ternat ive C (should be coded
as A l t e r n a t i v e  R)?

Hap Z-21,  Silver Bell  RCA  Special Management Area, page6’?  -
Krclsmation  has recently purchnSt?d  4 square mllPs  of  State  land in
T 14 S., R. II E., spctions  lo, 11, 14, and 15, ns R wildlife
mi t igat ion corridor for  the CAP. ‘ T h i s  parcel o f  land w i l l  RIIOW
w i  Id1  ife  movements  t o  contin~~e f r o m  t h r  ‘l’~~cson  Mountains  west to t h e
Rosknlge  Mount8  ins. In  addi t ion, th r  Tohono  O’Odhnm  Nation  is

3840
consldpring  designnttng  R portlnn  o f  thp northcr-n  part  o f  t h e  Garcia
Str ip  RR R wi ldl i fe  movement corr idor,  In  T.  14 S., R. 11 E.,
s~rtinns  16. 1 7 ,  and 1R. Thrsr  t””  corridnrs would  directly  t i e  i n t o
the proposed  Sliver RI?] I  RCA “her* I t  fol lows thr  northern boundary of
‘h9  Net ion Should  this occn,r, “P  rPc”nmPnd tt,n1 “,.M  ocqu‘re  the
S) of T. I/+ S., R .  I I  E., spntiorl  A  ns pnrt  <,f tbp S i l v e r  B e l l  R C A .
This  ncq~~inilinn  would RIIOW  R continnolls  wilrllif~ movement
corridor RCTOSS  Avro V a l l e y .

Chapter  3 ,  Af fected Environment

/
Mnp  3-3A, Speclnl  S t a t u s  f’lant  H a b i t a t  ( S o u t h  CenLr~l  P~~T!!?I),

38-1,  FaR”  111 - RPclsmntion  h a s  hren  informrd  b y  F i s h  rind  W i l d l i f e  Scrvlcp
tha t  PoLrntinl  Tumamoc globe-berry hahitnt  ~xlrnrin  n o r t h  t o  t h n  Gila
River .

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences

3 8 -

38-13

Impacts of  Alternotjye  B,  Ef fects  on Watershed Condition,  Page.142 -
A  stst~mrnt  i n  Ihe  f i r s t  parngrnpl~  on pagr  1 4 2  i s  s<,mnwhet c o n f u s i n g .
Tbiq  sentPnrP  rpnda “llnder  Alternntiv~ B, O R V  rrstrlctians  or trnnsfpr
o f  ownrrslrip  wol~ld prevent  further degradation  t o  1132,000  acrps  o f  land
ct~rrcntly  h e l d  i n  public o w n e r s h i p  .I* Is  i t  that  fur ther
degradation  would liknly  occur hllt  the land wo?bld  no longer  be In
plablic  ownrrship,  or that trflnsfer o f  ownershIp  w o u l d  p r e v e n t  further
dop,rmint  ion? If I t  Is the lnttrr. plrnnr ~xplnl!~ h o w  t h e  trnnsfer o f
ownrrsbip  w o u l d  prevent.  f!nrthPr  d~grndntior~  tn Innds.

Ef fects  on Re:reation Use, Pa@?  149 - W r  r~commrnd  R1.M  consider
illr  litsiun  o f  bsjada  h n h i t n t s  i n  115 AC~II~SII  Ion f<>r cooperatlvn  parks,
e s p e c i a l l y  at Tortolitn  M<xlntainq, ns w i l d l i f e  prntection RrvAs

Alternatjve~C,~Effects o n  D e s e r t  Tortoise,  Pnfz,’  1 5 5  - T h i s  dIscussion
38-14  ~tntcls  RII  60,000 acres  o f  impnrtnnt  rlcsrrt tort<)isn  hshitnt w o u l d  he

I. i nctl. The hlternntivp R d i s c u s s i o n  statps  nil hl.Yofl  ncr~s  r,

I

important  desert  tortoise habi tat  would be reta ined (page 147) . Please
correct or clarify this inconsistency.

j . 1 would appreciate receiving a copy of the f inal  RMP/FEIS  when it  becomes
,\ailable.

38-9.

38-10.

38-11.

38-12.

38-13.

38-14.

The comment is correct; the Picacho Mountains RCA is
proposed in the draft  RMP/EIS  only under Alternative B.

We appreciate the need to create wildlife corridors in
the Avra Valley. The parcel which the BOR requests
that the BLM acquire, however, is private land outside
the Silver Bell RCA boundary. The BLM’s  priority f o r
acquisitions is to consolidate public land holdings in
the proposed RCA, principally through exchange with
the state . Private exchanges would be considered only
if the BLM is approached by the landowners with a
proposal .

The key to the corridor’s success seems to be the
Garcia Strip designation. When the Tohono O’Odham
land is designated for use as a wildlife corridor,  the
need for additional corridor land can be discussed.

The map depicts the extent of known or high potential
habitat , It does not show either the extent of known
habitat within the Tohono O’Odham  Reservation or the
extent of lower potential for occurrence to the
north. The BLM continues to conduct field surveys for
Tumamoc globeberry within all areas considered
potential  habitat .

We have assumed that the transfer of land from public
to private ownership would prevent degradation due to
ORV  use. It is assumed that the private landowner
would restrict access and ORV use.

As stated in the footnote to Table 4-2 on page 129 of
the draft RMP/EIS, these are relative values arrived
at by the interdisciplinary team archaeologist and
were based on his analysis of the available data.

In the discussion of the effects on desert tortoise
under Alternative C, page 155 of the draft RMP/EIS,
the word “all”  should be deleted from the first
sentence of the third paragraph.

The sentence is revised to read: Under Alternative C,
the BLM would retain 60,000 acres of important
habitat, acquire 15,200 acres of important habitat and
dispose of 1,600 acres of important habitat.
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ARIZONA
MINING ASSOCIATION

39-l

Apri l  29,  1988

Arthur E.  Tower
Phoeni ix  Resource  Area Yanager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix , Arizona 85027

Dear  Yr.  Tower :

PHOENIX RMP/EIS~~
Set for th  be low are  our  comments  on  the  above -
re ferenced  draf t , dated December 1987. These
comments  are  submitted on behal f  o f  the  Arizona
Mining Associat ion and i ts  member companies :

Amax  Mineral  Resources Company
Anamax !lining  Company
ASARCO Incorporated
Callahan ?lining Corporat ion
Cyprus Minerals Cornpan)
Homestake Yining Company
Inspiration Consol idated Copper Company
Magma Copper Company
Phelps Dodp,e  Corporat ion

Our comments  are  general  I”  nature and scope;  we
apprec iate  the  opportunity  to  make comments .

1. In executing land disposals  and exchanges,
proper  conslderatlon  should be  given al l
ex is t ing  or known mineral  resources  and “act ive”
tnining  claims. Blocking up ownership of  entire
potential  orebodies  should  be  avo ided ,  i f
p o s s i b l e ;  i . e . , geologic  I n d i c a t o r s  o f  orebody
boundaries  should be  used to  consol idate  land
ownership so  thdt  po tent ia l  o rebod ies  are  not
divtded. 4150, mining  claimants should not be
required  t o  p r o v e  valtdicy  o f  a  c l a i m  Lf  i t  1s
being  act ive ly  worked.

Arthur  E.  Towers
Apri l  29,  1988
Page 2

2. When special  management designations (ACEC’s,
SMA’s  and RCA’s)  are  made,  mineral  resources 0
exist ing  in  those  areas  should  rece ive  adequate
considerat ion, a l lowing  for  minera l  exp lorat ion $
and development. 5

39-113. Before  certa in  ACEC’s.  e t c .  a te  wi thdrawn f rom
mineral  entry , thorough minerals  inventory
assessments  should be  made. Rational  decis ions
on land use and management cannot  be made prior
to  proper  study of  the  minerals  and values  that
may be contained in  a  speci f ic  area.

I f  you would  l ike  to  d iscuss  any o f  the  above
points, p lease  advise .

David C.  Ridingel

39-l. Every effort has been made to identify areas where
important mineral development can be expected in the
future. Only proposed ACECs  and other special
management areas with critical natural resources
especially sensitive to mining activity have been
identified for special protection measures.
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40- I

40-2

United States Department of the Interior

Mr. Arthur E. Tower
Bureau oi Land Uanagement
Phoenix Dlstriot  Offioe
2015 West  Deer Valley Road
Phoenix,  Arizona 85027

Dear Ur. Tower:

We  appreoiate  the oonoern  shown for addressing the needs of Petrified Forest
National Pa* aa addressed in the Plan. At present, the National Park
Service is  beginning an evaluation process of adjoining landa  for potential
values that would merit. their inclusion in Petrified Forest National Park.
The attaohed map shows the extent ‘of these study areaa. Bureau of Land
Management lands in the study areaa are shown in a stipple pattern. Ua look
forward to continued cooperation with BLA  in this study.

Should the Bureau of Land Management retain any lands adjoining Petrified
Forest National Park, we would like to aaa  a limitation placed on off-road

1 vehicles on those lands. To date, we have had only a few inatanoes  of ORV
trespass on park lands, but some  have included the park’s National
Uilderneae  Area. In ths future, such problems oan only be expected to
inorease. Limftationa  on ORV uee on adjacent lands would proteot not only
those lands, but adjacent park and wilderness values. Such values Include
not only the traditional values of scenio  beauty, solitude and a natural
environment, but alao  the extenalve  palaontological and archeological
remains of the area.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment during your planning process. If
~a can be of further help or offer additional clarifications, please don’t
hesi tate to cal l  on US.

Sincerely,

4 0 - l . Public land identif ied far  possible inclusion into the
Petr if ied Forest  National  Park includes the public
land directly adjacent  to the exist ing park boundary.

40-Z. The land would be classif ied as  a  l imited ORV
d e s i g n a t i o n  a r e a  w i t h  o f f - r o a d - v e h i c l e  u s e  r e s t r i c t e d
to exis t ing roads and routes . zt

L. Edward Gastellum
Superintendent

Enolosure



PETRIFIED FOREST NATIONAL PARK

Evaluation Lands within heavy border
Bureau of Land Management lands within study area are stippled
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A p r i l  Jo,  1 9 8 8
117 N. 2nd Avenue
Tucson, AZ 85705

Arthur E%wer
Manager, Phoenix Resource Area
Bureau of Land tlanagement

792-2690

Dear tlr. Tower:

I  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  o f f e r  s e v e r a l  a d d i t i o n a l ,  if t a r d y ,
comments on the Phoenix Resource Management Plan and
Environmental impact  Statement.  These are intended to
supplement my letter of  April  29,  1988.

The RMP development team did a good job o! presenting
information on riparlan areas in general and on the status
of riparlan areas within the Phoenix Resource Area (pp.  107-
110). However, the RMP shows s glnrlng  omission in its lack
of general management prescriptions for those rlparian
areas . The need for such management is clearly stated: “of
the 93 miles of  r lparian habitat ,  six  miles is in good
e c o l o g i c a l  c o n d i t i o n , 80 miles is  fair and seven miles is
p o o r . ”  (p. 108)  T a b l e  3 - 1 4  (p. 109) shows that only 0.4 mile
o f  r l p a r i a n  h a b i t a t  i s  i n  “ e x c e l l e n t ”  c o n d i t i o n ,  a n d  t h a t
al l  areas show a statlo  or downward trend.

Given the clear and explicitly stated value of rlparlan
areas , SLM’s  ultimate goal should be to improve all  Its
riparlan lands to “excellent” condition. The minimum
acceptable goal for this RMP is to improve every riparlan
a r e a  t o  t h e  n e x t  higher  status8  p o o r  u p  t o  f a i r ,  f a i r  u p  t o
good, and good up to excellent. That goal should be clearly
s t a t e d  i n  t h e  RMP, along with speoif lo  management steps to
be followed for achievement of the goal.

The RMP does mention improvement of rtparlan  habitat  in
the handful of  Areas Proposed for Special Management,  but
even there the “Planned Aotlons ” d o  n o t  contain  t h e  s i n g l e
most important action for riparlan recovery! an end to
livestock grazing. Proper management of  all  rlparian areas,
especially those with SMA or ACEC status, ~ga.i. include
cattle exclosures  or other mechanisms to eliminate  grazing
pressure on riparian  vegetatlon.
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O n e  o t h e r  m a j o r  o m i s s i o n  i s  a  m e a n s  t o  j u d g e  t h e
progress  and  e f fec t iveness  of the  RMP.  Th is  document  shou ld
inc lude  ach ieveab le , measureab le  objectives,  a l o n g  w i t h
methods  o!  m o n l t o r l n g  p r o g r e s s ,  a  m o n l t o r l n g  s c h e d u l e ,  a n d
remed ies  to  per fo rm if m o n i t o r i n g  s h o w s  t h a t  p r o g r e s s  Is  n o t
!tleetfng  t h e  p l a n n e d  o b j e c t i v e s . The monitoring  p l a n  s h o u l d
I n c l u d e  w i l d l i f e  s t a t u s , riparlan  habi ta t  and  watershed
zondltlon.

Wlthout these  inc lus ions , the  RMP VIII  have  l imi ted
e f fec t i veness  on  cond i t ions  w i th in  the  Phoen lx  Resource
Area.

Yours,

Da le  5 .  Turner
Conservation  C h a i r
Rincon  G r o u p

41-1. Refer to the monitoring and evaluation plan in
Appendix 12 of the draft RMP/EIS  and the monitoring :
plan in the proposed RMP  in this document.

n:
‘2a
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Hay 6, 1988

Ph.  Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix  Resource  Area  mnaae1
nureau  of Land Hanagenent
2015 West Deer Valley  Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Nr. Tower:

The Arizona  Cattle Growers’ Association  submits these comments
regarding the Phoenix Resource Management  Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement Draft.

Our members who ranch in the Phoenix Resource Area have not
advised us of apeclfic  concerns regarding the Draft Plan which
they would have us  address on their  behalf. He  do, however.
wish to offer e general statement of consideration  regarding
Lend Tenure Adjustment, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
Riparlan  Habitat, and Wildlife Resource Hanagement.

I Land Tenure Adjustment -- Ye understand the desire  of the agency
to block up areas of land in federal ownership to “eliminate_

momlaE  Heady’.Nop.lo,
Norma” Fan. PlD~COll
Fred  J  mu’. Clwon lireas of Critical  Environmental Concern IACECsl  -- We  en?
Carlor  RO”~lPdl~  lYr,On uncertain as to how these areas, once designated, ere ntended
~;~~~~:y~c~~,  422  t o  b e  manaGed. Will  they still  be managed for multiple use?  Ye
Slaphen  L  BlXbY,  5,  .oiotaErnest  cnllm”.  F111’1d1 would object to them being managed es the equivalent to wilder-
Milf.3”  D Wabb.  P”OD”<. ness  ereas without having earned nllderness  designation.
Earl  Fufl.  St  JQ”“rcEarl  HDVdl~.  camEmesl  sroun,ng~.  Wlllco.

I

Rlparlan  Bebitat  -- Ve  ere  concerned that too often 1n the
~~dE/J~e,do  42-3 management of riparlan  habitat  the value of using llvestock

grazng  es a management tool is overlooked. Ye would not wishFrank  ‘Pl”C”O”  solce’.  r”eIOIYl”CB  su,,ar.  Sm”O*r.llla *, ?re  rlparlan  erees a r b i t r a r i l y  c l o s e d  t o  grazing.
D”ansM,ller.  SadonaJOB Lana.  W111C0.Fred T  mcs.  ,ucclon Ylldllfe  Resource Management -- YIldllfe  and nldllfe  habltat  on BLHHerb  Malzger.  F1~OS1111walls,  AmlBI.  ,“C,l)” land are manaGed  under a memorandum of understanding with the hrlzona
Lynn  Andersm  Paow Game and Plsb  Department. He would not wish BLX to abdicate Itssob  Bdww”.  Sanoila‘mercies responslbillty  for resource manaqement  to the detriment of livestock

grazing. The resource must be managed to continue  to support at
least the present level of livestock  grazing.

The Resource Kanaqement  Plan and the Preferred Alternative  B reflect
a great mount of effort and consideration on behalf of the Bureau of
Land Hanagement. Thank you for your efforts and for your further
consideration of the concerns which  we have expressed.

42-l . The blocks created by consolidating public ownership
would continue to be managed for multiple uses.
Restrictions on grazing and other uses may be proposed
for specific,  discrete areas if  necessary for the
protection of specific values. The need for any land
use restrictions not identified in the proposed RMP
would be identified in the development of activity
plans for ACECs  and special management areas. Public ,+-
land users affected by any proposed land use
restrictions would be asked to participate in the
development of  these activity plans.

z

42-2. ACECs  would be managed to protect the resource values
for which they were established. In most cases,  this
means that current uses will continue but be closely

j
7

monitored.

42-3. See response 42-l above.

r$
cn

5
0

&ela  Neal
.

Executive  Vice President



June-November: GeneralDellve~,Wlw  RIver,MT  59762  l (408)832-3184
December-Mw:  6220E~tNorthsmAve.,acott~dele.AZa5253  l (ao2)948-0884

May 5, 1988

Bureau of Land Manaaement
2015  W. Deer Valley"Rd.
Phoenix, ~2 85027

Attn: Arthur E. Tower

Dear Mr. Tower:

Unfortunately I just received your notice regarding the submittal of
comments concerning the seven special management areas  (one million acres)
you plan to control to perserve fragile resouces and increase management
efficiency. Although too late to meet your April 29th deadline, I hope my
comments will be accepted and considered.

I don't know what you mea" by "increase management efficiency". If
efficiency means increased utilization, particularly by ranching, le. more
cattle allotments, I em absolutely against it. The BLM land I hunt quail
on here in Arizona is for the most oat-t  continuallv  overarazed. and I have
had a tough time finding areas with-enough cover I& supp&t  quail since I
moved here in 1968. The only lands more overgrazed than BLM land are
State Land (a real disaster) or the rancher's own private land.

I I would hope that the arees  referenced the April 15, 1986  Arizona Outdoor

43-I  EYhe
In particularly the Empire Ranch, will see very much REDUCED grazing
future, balancing out the hunting and recreation users interests

for a change.

We bird hunters living in Phoenix find we have to drive at least two hours
to the higher elevations of National Forest administered areas to find
sufficient cover to support quail  populations, meanwhile driving past vast
uninhabited, bare as a billiard table, deeply eroded, stark, sand and rock
vistas devoid of grass, stretching for miles, as far as the eye can see
(non-believers can simply try driving north on I-10 out of Phoenix for
confirmetionl. I will admit that the initial stretch is State land, but
it is dlffic;lt to note any difference at the BLM boundaries

Let's hope that you can do a better job in the future to protect and
preserve our public lands, at least these seven special management areas.
I would love to congratulate you for managing OUR public lands for the
balanced interests you are mandated to serve instead of simply folding
under the pressure of the ranchers. Remember there are now many more
VOTING recreationists than ranchers. I offer my services to help work the
problem. Meanwhile I await examples to laud your efforts.

43-l . In June 1988, the BLM acquired by exchange 41,000
acres within the Empire, Cienega and Rose Tree ranches
near Sonoita,  Arizona. In addition to extensive
grazing land the ranches include important riparian
areas, endangered species habitat, big and small game
habitat and open space for recreation activities.
Land use planning for this acquired land is scheduled
to begin in 1989. The resulting plan will become an
amendment to this RMP.
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“N,TED  STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REOlON  IX
215 Fremont  Street

San Francisco, Ca. 94106

Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 8 5 0 2 7

Dear Mr. Tower:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Phoenix Resouroe  Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). Under the National Environmental Policy Act
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA is required to review
and comment on this DEIS.

We have classified this DEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental
Concerns-Insufficient Information (see the attached l*Summary  of
Rating Definitions and Follow-up Actions). Our rating reflects
concerns we have with existing watershed and riparian habitat
conditions in the Phoenix Resource Area and the potential atten-
dant water quality impacts. We have enclosed comments regarding
this DEIS.

EPA supports the acquisition of privately owned riparian
areas proposed under Alternatives B and C. The management
activities and restoration measures which will ensure protection
of these areas and improve watershed and riparian habitat
conditions should be discussed in the final EIS. EPA also
commends the controls proposed for off-road vehicle (ORV) use
under alternatives B and C. Watershed conditions and water
quality should benefit from the closure of open ORV areas.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send us two copies of the final EIS when it is filed with the
EPA Headquarters office. If you have any questions, please call
me at (415) 974-0083  (FTS 454-SOS3), or have your staff contact
David Powers at (415) 974-8107 (FTS 454-8187).

Sincerely,

Deanna M. Wieman, Director
Office of External Affairs
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= Comments on the Phoenix Resource Manaoement Plan and Draft
EnV ct Statement:

Water Quality

1. Page 10 of the DEIS states that "the  lack of baseline and
pollution source data precludes a reasonably accurate prediction
of the impacts resulting from any of the alternatives. There-
fore, further description of impacts to water quality will be
indirectly assessed under the watershed conditions issue." We
strongly recommend that the Bureau of Land Management (BLW)
coordinate closely with the Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality (ADEQ), the Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to determine existing water
quality and protected use baseline conditions and to identify
pollution sources.

Section 319 of the Water Quality Act of 1987 established a new
program which requires states to assess nonpoint source pollution
problems, develop a nonpoint source pollution management program,
and implement controls to improve water quality. Identified
control measures should be implemented on BLM  lands to address
nonpoint source pollution problems. ADEQ is in the process of
assessing nonpoint source pollution problems etatewide. Their
recently completed 305(b) Biennial Water Quality Report may also
contain information which can be used to supplement BLM's  exist-
ing data on watershed, riparian,
the final EIS.

and water quality conditions in
Additionally, the information BIN  staff obtain

during grazing allotment evaluations may assist ADEQ in the
development of their nonpoint source pollution management program.

2. Page 109 and 110 of the DEIS identify nine specific riparian
areas (17.2 acres) on BLW  lands where ecological conditions are in
poor condition and/or in a declining trend. Page 99 of the DEIS
indicates that 182,000 acres of watershed are in satisfactory con-
dition but are highly susceptible to erosion. An additional 348,000

44-l acres of watershed are classified as being in unsatisfactory erosion
condition. The final EIS should discuss special management prac-
tices which will be afforded to sensitive watersheds and watersheds
in unsatisfactory erosion condition. Restoration treatments which
will be applied to watersheds in unsatisfactory condition and a
priority list and timetable for implementation of those treatments
should also be discussed in the final EIS.

3. EPA supports the acquisition of 53 miles of riparian habitat
proposed under Alternatives B and C. The existing ecological condi-
tions and trends of the habitat to be acquired and the 20 miles of
riparian habitat to be transferred to private or state ownership
should  be discussed in the final EIS.

44-l. As stated in the draft RMP/EIS,  Category IV watersheds
scheduled for special management and with riparian and
wildlife protection needs would receive priority for
activity planning and project work. The specific
improvements and methods used will be identified in
activity plans for each area included in the proposed
SMP. The identified improvements and methods would
include soil or water conservation practices deemed
suitable best management.



4. The DEIS (pages 144 and 153) states that under Alternatives B
and C 43 miles of riparian habitat would be managed to improve
current conditions and that management emphasis would be directed
toward 50 miles of riparian habitat in eight areas of special

44-2  management. The final EIS should discuss general management
practices which will be afforded to riparian habitat in special
management areas. The management practices which will be applied
to improve the current condition of 43 miles of riparian habitat
should also be discussed.

5. We recommend close coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish
Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and ADEQ during
development and implementation of the riparian management plans.
Coordination with these agencies should also occur for management
activities or decisions with the potential to impact wetlands
and other fish/wildlife habitats (e.g., designation of utility
corridors, wildlife enhancement plan development, review of
mining plans of operation, development of ORV roads).

Air Quality Comments

44-

1. The Phoenix and Tucson air basins are nonattainment basins for
ozone and/or carbon monoxide and experience violations of particu-
late matter (PMlG) standards. The Phoenix Resource Area is adjacent
to these air basins. We commend ORV controls proposed under Alter-
native B and C and believe that fugitive emissions may be reduced
when the controls are implemented. Tho DEIS alto  identifies
prescribed burning, road construction, and construction of mineral
tailings piles as potential activities which can impact air quality.
Page 19 indicates that mitigation for air quality impacts is brought
forward in NEPA review of proposed projects. The final EIS should

I discuss the general mitigation measures which will be employed foridentified activities with the potential to impact air quality,
particularly in the nonattainment air basins.

Toxics  Comments

1. The acquisition of up to 476,430 acres of private and state
lands may occur under Alternative B (BIH's  preferred alternative).
We understand that site-specific environmental analyses are
prepared for each acquisition. EPA recommends that the final EIS
discuss how BLM  will determine whether any of the acquired lands
contain sites where hazardous wastes were disposed of in past years.
Once the lands become BIN  property, BLM  becomes a responsible party
under the terms of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1986 (P.L. 99-499). As such, BLM  could be legally responsible
for remedial investigations, cleanup activities,-and-full-or partial
cleanup costs. Please contact Julie Anderson at (415) 974-8891 if
you have any questions on P.L. 99-499 requirements.

44-2. See 44-1 above.

44-3. Mitigation measures for specific actions called for in
activity plans developed upon implementation of the
approved RMP  would be determined in cooperation with
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ).
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Prescott NF 344 South Cortez St.
Prescot t .  AZ 86303

Reply To: 1950

Date: May 9, 1988

Arthur E. Tower
Phoenix Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Tower:

We have reviewed the Draft Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact statement. Your preferred Alternative B subscribes to resource
management objects that are similar to those contained in the recently
adopted Prescott National Forest Plan. This is particularly true in the
apeas of range. watershed. and wildlife management.

The draft plan does not contain specific resource management prescriptions
but identifies management goals such as to improve watershed condition. YOU1

planned action to achieve the goal is to develop an activity plan. W e  trm3t
that our Comments will not be too specific for this level of plan and that
they can be considered.

1 . Appendix 1 indicates that 100 acres in T. 14 N.. R .2  W.. Section 8
(Willow Administrative Site) meet the FLPMA Sales Criteria. That site.
however, contains improvements and is actively used as an administrative
site by the Prescott National Forest.

45-j meet the criteria quoted on page 23,
Therefore, it does not appear to

“such tract because of its location
or other characteristics is difficult and uneconomic to manage as part
of the public lands and is not suitable for management by another
Federal department or agency.” We would recommend this parcel be
retained in Federal ownership and transferred to the Forest Service.

We also have an interest in obtaining the 100 acres Identified 11)  ‘T.  111
N.. R. 1 W..  Sections 28, 31, and 33. We would utilize these tracts as

45-2  base for exchange to obtain private inholdings within the National
Forest This would result in improved management of the National VOLTSI
and therefore benefit the public.

2 . We concur with the rangeland  management goals and planned actions BS
stated. We would encourage coordinated ranch plans be pursued in those
cases where a permittee is authorized to operate on adjacent lands
administered by the BLM.  Forest Service. and/or  State of Arizona.

45-l. The Willow Administrative Site has been removed from
the list of parcels meeting the criteria for sale in
the proposed RMP.

45-2. The land described is not available as exchange base
for the Prescott National Forest. It has been
identified by the BLN for use in state or private
exchanges to facilitate consolidation of land within
the proposed Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs).

Caring for the Land and Serving People
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3. We do not feel that fire management concerns have been adequately
addressed. We recommend more  attention be given to this problem because
of the past history of fire starts in the proposed Black Canyon and Lnkr
Pleasant Resource Conservation Areas (RCA). This is particularly
critical when you consider the increased recreational activity that will
occur as a result of enlarging Lake Pleasant. We encourage you  to
consider incorporating into the proposed plan the recommendations 01
previous fire and activity reviews.

4. We have similar concerns in the area of recreation q anegemcnt. We
would anticipate increased recreational use due to expansion plans I‘ol
Lake Pleasant. The proposed plan is quite general and indicates that
specific management plans will be developed in cooperation with ELM.
Bureau of Reclamation, and Maricopa County.

We feel that the increased use will expand outward from Lake Plea~;rnt
and will impact adjacent undeveloped lands including the Prescott
National Forest. This not only increases the fire risk. but also
requires transportation planning within and outside the Lake Plcason~
Cooperative Recreation Management Area (CRMA). WC feel  tt11s  shou1d bc
considered and addressed. Access is important to the managcmcnt  of’  LIIC
increasing dispersed recreation use as well as for fire suppression
purposes. We recommend that Yavepei County and the Prescott National
Forest be included in recreation planning, transportation planning.  i111c1
fire pre-suppression and suppression planning.

5. There is little mention of law enforcement in the plan. We fr1,1
that the law enforcement concern should be identified. We would assunie
that Maricopa County will handle law enforcement in the Lake  I’lei~sa!lt
CRMA but there are concerns outside the CRMA. For example, ofl‘  roxi
vehicle use is limited to existing roads and trails for al:  areas.  tic
would anticipate that such restrictions would require increased
enforcement activity by the ELM  and perhaps Yavapai CounLy.

‘I 6. Visual resources are not mentioned.

I.  Need to change name on map on  page 73 from Horse-  Lake to
Horsethief  Lake.

8. We understand that the Black Canyon Trail depicted on page 76  cntcrs
the Prescott National Forest on Forest Road No. 684 IIT  Sets.  2’1  end 25.
T. 9 N., R. 1 E.,  rather than paralleling the Forest boundary as  shown.
We recommend this be corrected to assure  future coordination 1s
accomplished.

We could not locate Hell’s Canyon Recreation Management Area  01’  11~45-819:Wllllams Mesa Multiple Resource Management Area as listed on page 30.

1 0 . The statement under item 7. page 125  is not accurate. The lil  1 1 oi\
Administrative Site described under item one of this letter contillnh

45-g  Forest Service horse pastures, barn, corrals. storage buildings. ;I
remote access weather station and is actively utilized in manng~ng  li~i’
Prescott National Forest.

45-3 . The BLM’s  Phoenix District fire management policy for
the Phoenix Resource Area is stated on page 19 of the
draft RMP/EIS. The Phoenix District has enjoyed a
close working relationship with other fire
organizations in the area and we expect the
cooperation to continue.

45-4 . Both Yavapai County and the Prescott National Forest
would be included in recreation, transportation and
fire suppression plans for the proposed Lake Pleasant
Resource Conservation Area.

45-S. The BLN’s  Phoenix District has recently added law
enforcement personnel to its staff. These BLM rangers
will  be responsible for enforcing federal law on
public land in the Lake Pleasant area.

45-6. Visual resource management was not an issue in the
RMP. Impacts on visual and scenic resources are
always evaluated by the BLM on a case-by-case basis
when considering land use authorizations. Visual
resource evaluations are addressed in the
environmental assessment prepared for each proposed
project.

3
45-7. The comment is correct. The map depicting the Black

Canyon Trails CRHA  has been corrected in the proposed
!-$

RMP. See map 2-26 in this document. ;;:
>

45-a. All special management areas are more clearly 6
delineated on maps in the proposed RMP.

?z
45-9. Refer to response 45-1 above. i?
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11. As BLM ownership is consolidated under the land tenure adjustwrit.
45-10 we request that road and trail easements be reserved to provide L’OI

public access  tc the National Forests. We would be happy to coopfrotc
in any way possible to accomplish this task.

We trust that our comments will be useful to you in the preparation of your
final plan and environmental impact statement. We do appreciate the
opportunity to review the docurcent  and provide input.

Sincerely,

G
C
r;
3
5

45-10 * The BLM does not anticipate road closures into any of 2
the National Forests.

is
CJ


